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I AM very grateful for the generous help that I have received towards 
producing this volume. 

The Rockefeller Foundation of Ne\v York gave my wife and me a 
travel grant for the purpose of seeing countries at fint hand with an eye 
to revising the previous volumes of this book. Thanks to this, we have 
been able to visit a number of Asian and Latin American countries that 
we had previously known only from books, pictures, and maps. This 
experience has been an invaluable aid to the writing of this volume. 

In July 1958, at Madame Heurgon-Desjardins’s invitation, I had the 
pleasure of taking part in a "decade’, held at Cerisy-la-Salle in Normandy, 
at which my work was the subject of discussion. I could not have been 
given a more stimulating start for the writing of the present volume. 

My wife has typed the whole of a much-correctcd manuscript, and 
Miss Norah Williams has made a fair copy of this typescript after it 
had been extensively corrected again. To undertake this hard and exact¬ 
ing work was a great kindness. 

My wife has tdso made the index for this volume, as she did for the 
previous three sets of volumes. Her indexes are not limited to words and 
names; they analyse ideas and structure too. They are an integral and 
indispensable part of the book. 

Miss M. V. Stirling has settled queries and hlled in blanks in the 
bibliography. If she had not been so resourceful and indefatigable, the 
bibliography could not have been completed. 

Rabbi J. B. Agus and Professor G. R Willey have kindly read parts 
of this volume in typescript and have given me their comments.’ Their 
help has been most valuable to me, but it does not involve them in any 
responsibility for my final version, here printed. The responsibility for 
thb is mine alone. 

The Editor of Tfie Intent of Toynbee's History, Professor Edward T. 
Gargan, kindly allowed me to see the typescript of this book before he 
sent it to the press. This has made it possible for me to make verbatim 
quotations from it, though not to give the printed page references for 
these. 

I am also indebted to my critics. But for them, this volume would not 
have been written. My acknowledgements and thanks to them will be 
found in Chapter II, Annex, Section i. 

ARNOLD TOYNBEE 

26 November, ip6o 


* Rabbi Agua'a commenta are printed in the preaent volume in full, with his per- 
miaaion, in the anneies to the chapters to which they refer. 
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INTRODUCTION 

I N publUhine a book a writer is deliberately exposing his work to 
‘the wreckml siege of battering clays’. This is his own doing. 
He has been under no compulsion, except an inner one. But, having 
once published, he must then choose between two alternative policies. 
He ^ say, ‘What I have written, I have written’, and spend the rest 
of his working life on trying to maintain his previous positions—^for no 
better reason than that he happens once to have occupied them. 
Alternatively, he can think again; see whether or not he has changed 
his mind on this or that disputed point; publish the results of these 
second thoughts; and explain why, after reconsideration, he has in fact 
changed his mind in some cases and held to his previous opinion in 
others. 

At a meeting of the Royal Geographical Society at which a critique 
of Ellsworth Huntington’s work and mine had been presented by 
O. H. K. Spate, the Chairman is reported^ to have remarked, at the close 
of the discussion: ‘I always wish there was some way in the scientific 
world of retracting what one has said in the past.’ Surely there is. 
Solvitur atnbuhxndo. 

Justice Holmes once wrote that ‘to have doubted one’s own first 
principles is the mark of a civilized man’.^ In quoting this passage a 
philosopher, M. R. Cohen, comments that men like Socrates and 
Einstein ‘never outgrow a diildlike curiosity about the Universe and 
continue, as long as they live, to ask questions of the W'orld and to 
revise mistaken views’.^ The choice between following their example 
and following Pilate’s is not a difficult one to make. 

Pilate’s stand wotild indeed be a particularly unreasonable one for 
me to take about the first ten volumes of this book. One of my critics 
has called it ‘an intellectual autobiography’.^ A number of them have 
pointed out that, in the course of writing it, I have moved from one 
position to another at least once. If I had not, I should feel uneasy, for 
that would have meant that my mind had stood still during the thirty* 
three years (1921-54) that passed between my making of a first sket^ 
for a plan of the book and the publication of volumes vii-x. In this last 
batch of volumes ‘a hardening of the categories’ has, indeed, been 
detected by one critic;’ and obviously it is probable that I may show 

> Tke Gtof^ttphiad Jeumal, rd. cxviii, P«rt 4 (December, 1953), p. 438. 

3 O. W. Holmes: ‘Idesls and Douba’ in CoUtcUd L*gal Papin (New York X93i, 
Harcourt Brace), p. 307. » M. R. Cohen: Tfce Huiory, p, 175. 

4 R. P. Blsckmur in Tht Kenyan Revieu, Summer, 1955, pp. 35 ?*^ 

> ‘These last four volumes reveal an aspect of Toynbee which u inevitable in any 
scholar who has worked at a chosen subject for over a generation. It is what has been 
called a hardening of the categories. These four volumes are constructed on the frame¬ 
work made fimiliar in the previous six.... All of these concepts were introduced earlier 
as tentative, hypothetical ideas to be tested out to see how fu they could serve in organ¬ 
izing the sj^ptic historian’s material. Now, in the last volumes, they are all taken for 
granted as having been proved and established—as being, in fact, the framework within 
whi^ the events of history do actually arrange themselves. What was Mice a subieedve 
auggestion is now objective fact* (F. H. Underhill in Th* Canadian Hittorieal Revuu, 
vol. xzxvi. No. 3 (September, 1955), pp. 333-35). 
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a INTRODUCTION 

symptoms of this intellectual malady. But the verdict of other critics 
makes it also probable that, during those thirty«three years, my mind 
did move considerably, and, if it did, I am glad of this. That means, 
however, that, if I now tried to maintain all my previous positions, I 
should find myself at war with myself as well as with my critics. It is 
more profitable to try to learn from one’s critics than to try to fight them; 
and the avowal of one’s own inconsistencies and changes of view is a 
small price to pay for the liberty that this gives one to try again and to 
attempt to do tetter. One reviewer of the first ten volumes has generously 
given me credit for changing my views and citing my critics.' This 
testimony is worth having. I shall do my best to continue to deserve it. 
If there is any treatment that can rejuvenate one’s categories, it is the 
exercise of keepii^^ one’s mind open and making a habit of thinking 
again. Another reviewer has said t^t this book is my education.* I want 
to carry this education farther. To stop it would feel, to me, like com¬ 
mitting intellectual suicide. So I do not quarrel with this reviewer for 
going on to say that I have not found my port.’ Another reviewer has 
called my work a ‘quest’ (sietema).* He feels that my latest position, in 
the volumes published hitherto, is not a final one,’ and he finds a 
'tension between the immanent logic of the zetema and Toynbee’s un¬ 
willingness to pursue his search to the end’.* I mean to go on pursuing 
my search, but I do not expect it to bring me to an ‘end’, and if I found 
myself ‘in port’ I should be distressed. Man’s quest is really an attempt 
to probe to the heart of the mystery of the Universe, and I do not believe 
that human beings can attain that goal in this life. If a port on this side 
of death is xmattainable, it is best to keep the seas. One does this, of course, 
at one’s peril. ‘Es irrt der Mensch, solang er strebt.’* 

The present volume therefore makes no pretension to finality. It is 
merely a report of second thoughts. If the English-reading public still 
tolerated Latin titles, I could not find a better one for this piece of work 
than Saint Augustine’s word retractationes. This means ‘reconsidera¬ 
tions’, not ‘retractions’, though it is tinlikely that a writer will not retract 
some of his previous propositions if he has reconsidered them genuinely. 

The first ten volumes of this book need to be reconsidered now 
because of the new knowledge and new thought that have been accumu¬ 
lating since the autumn of 1954, when volumes vii-x were published. 
Some of the new knowledge is new for everybody. During the inter¬ 
vening years there have been important archaeological discoveries and 
important current events. Some of it is new only for me. I have made 
good a few of the innumerable gaps in my own knowledge, mainly by 
travelling round the World and seeing, at first hand, a number of 
countries that I had previously known only from maps and descriptions.^ 

< F. Neilson in Tht Amerieon youmal cf Eamemus and Soaology, supplement to 
vol. xir. No. 3 (April, «955), p. 5. 

> A. Houmni: ‘ToynbM's Visioo of History’ in Th* Dublin Revitto, voL 229, No. 470 
(December, 1955), ^ 386. ) Ibid., p. 400. 

* E. Vo^lin m Tin Int 4 tu of Toyniee’i Historyt A Cooparati^ AppraisaL 

* Ibid. ^ Ibid. "> Goethe: .Pouri, 1 .3x7. 

* See A. J. Toynbee, East to Wat OLondon 1958, Oxford Univeruty Free*). I hive 
been eble to make this journey, and others, thanks to a grant from the Rockefeller 
Foundation to my n*ife and me. 
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Meanwhile, current events have been following each other thick and 
fast. A reviewer, commenting in April 1955 on what I have written in 
volume ix about the prospects of the Western Civilization, remarks 
that ‘perhaps it was written too soon*.* This is always true of all attempts 
at interpreting contemporary history, at whatever date they may have 
been written. The best that one can do in this held is to go on producing 
interim reports, and to take care, each time, to put one's provisional 
findings tentatively. Meanwhile, there has bc^ progress in thought, and 
some of this, again, has been progress for everybody, while some of it 
has been peculiar to me. The public progress has been most striking, I 
should say, in the field of psychology; my private progress has b^n 
mainly owing to the critiques of my fimt ten volumes that have appeared 
since these were published. I have read, and thought about, as many of 
these criticisms as I have been able to track down, and have done my 
best to reconsider with an open mind those things in my work that the 
critics have questioned, challenged, or disputed. The ideal would be to 
be able to take one’s second look at one’s own work as if it were someone 
else’s, and as if one were making one’s first acquaintance with it for the 
purpose of reviewing it. This is the state of mind at which one should 
aim in order to draw the maximum profit from other people’s criticisms. 
But, since an author is also a human being, it is unlikely that he will 
succeed in even approaching this degree of detachment. 

I have tried especially to ^e to heart those criticisms in which there 
has been something like a consensus among critics who differ widely 
from each other in their temperaments, outlooks, and intellectutd 
equipment. The most important point, I should say, that has been 
almost unanimously contested has been my claim that my method of 
inquiry has been an empirical one. Most of my critics evidently have the 
impression that it has been just the opposite. They feel that I have 
worked out an a priori scheme that is too clear>cut and too rigid to be 
likely to correspond to reality, and that I have then tried to force the 
phenomena to fit into this arbitrary framework at the cost of distorting 
the truth. This is, it seems to me, the most fundamental, and therefore 
the most serious, of all the criticisms of my work; so 1 have discussed it 
as fully and frankly as I have known how to do. I have also reconsidered 
with special care the other points that have drawn a converging fire; for 
example, my construction of the course of what I have called ‘Hellenic' 
history to include the history of Rome (a number of critics have ob¬ 
jected that the role which I have assigned to Rome is too subordinate 
a one); my use of this construction of Hellenic history as a pattern or 
key or ‘paradigm’ for analysing the histories of other civilizations (this 
has been cited as an instance of my tendency to force the facts); my 
construction of the course of what I have called ‘Syriac* history, and my 
consequent handling of Islam and of the Jew’s. 

If it is a good working rule for an author that, where he finds two or 
more critics agreeing, he should prick up his ears, I mtist also t^e 
notice of an impression that I have evidently made on some critics’ 
minds. This is that I have sought to set myself up as a ‘prophet’, or, 

> Neilsoa, op. ctt., p. 57. 
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short of that, that I have lapsed into playing the prophet uncon« 
sciously. 

The word ‘prophet’ has, of course, two distinct meanings, owing to 
the fact that two different roles have sometimes been played simul¬ 
taneously by the same person. The ordinary current meaning of the 
word in present-day English is someone who predicts the future, and 
on this head I have no need to try to exculpate myself. For one thing, 
prophecy in this sense is considered to be quite respectable when it is 
practised by students of the non-human sciences. Astronomers, for 
instance, prophesy boldly and successfully with impunity. In the second 
place, I myself believe that prediction is not possible in the field of 
htiman afi^rs. I believe that me outcomes of human choices, purposes, 
and plans are unpredictable intrinsically, however fully we may be 
informed about the relevant past facts up to date. And I also believe 
that these intrinsically unpredictable plans, purposes, and choices play 
a large enough part in every human situation to inv^date predictions 
based on other elements in human affairs that might perhaps be pre¬ 
dictable if ever they could be isolated. I have set out my views on this 
explicitly in previous volumes’ and need not go over the same ground 
again here. There is, however, also another meaning of the word 
‘prophet’ in which the original Greek preposition ‘pro’ signifies not 
‘fore’ but ‘out’. The prophet in this other sense is not someone who 
predicts the future; he is someone who speaks out or promulgates the 
word of God. The prophets of Israel and Judah and the two gentile 
prophets Zarathustra and Muhammad have been the prophets in this 
sense. It is the official doctrine of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam 
alike that this series of promulgations of God's will has long since been 
closed; and, anyway, anybody who set up in the present-day world to 
be a prophet in this sense would rightly be treated as a figure of fun.‘ 
The imputation is difficult to deal with, because the next most ridicu- 
lo\Js thing to sayiM ‘I think I am a prophet’ would be to say ‘I really 
don’t thi^ I am.’ Perhaps the best answer is not a verbal but a practic^ 
one. A readiness to believe that one may have been mistaken in the 
views that one has expressed is surely incompatible with believing that 
they are not one’s own, but God’s. So I hope this volume of recon¬ 
siderations may effectively dissipate the spectre of ‘To3mbee the 
prophet’.* 

^ For instance, in i. 399-^2, and in ix. 167-405. 

* I admire Dean Inge, nevertheless, for having ud the courage to write: ‘The philo- 
sopher ought to be a prophet’ (‘The Place of Mjw in Philosophy* in Philotophy, vol. zi. 
No. ^ (April, 1936). pp. 232-45, ad fin.). 

> Pieter Geyl, at any rate, seems to bold that playing the prophet and paying attention 
to critictsms are incompatible. In a crititme in which he ssj^ tut im work u vitiated by 
my thinking that I have a ‘message’ (M. F. Ashley Montigue: Toynbt* and HiiUry, 
p. 360), tnd that I am net an histonan but a prophet (ibid., p. 370), he complains that I 
do not to my critics and that I never will reply, because I am impervious to 
critictsm (ibid., pp. 375-6). I take this argument of Geyl’s to hold good in reverse: in 
this volume I havt replied to my critics; therefore I cannot be a propl^t after all. Geyl ia 
iK>t implacable. In another critique, published in the same volume (p. 68), he says that 
my 'nuthod, st any rate, is not intencled to be that of the religious prophet'. He also lets 
me off rather lightly when he says (in Toyti^ and Sistory, pp. 37a and 377) that, if I 
labelled myself ‘prmhet’ instead of ‘historian’, he would nave no quarrel with me. 
Indeed, he goes to far as to say that, ‘as a prophet, as a poet, Toynb^ is remarkable' 
(P. Geyl, Debates toitk Historians, p. 143). 
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At the same time I am now uncomfortably aware that, without my 
having been conscious of this, there must have been things in the pre¬ 
vious volumes of this book that raised this spectre in the minds of 
several critics.* One such thing may have been my declared belief that a 
study of human history up to date reveals a certain number of recurrent 
patterns. ‘All cyclical theorists’, H. Stuart Hughes says,* ‘play the role 
of intuitive seers.’ I need not repeat that I am not a dcterminist, I do 
not believe that any of these past recurrences were inevitable, nor do I 
believe that any of them, or any others, are bound to repeat themselves 
in the future. But my belief that I have descried recurrences in the past 
may have given me the air of being a ‘seer’, if Hughes is right. Another 
possible source of this impression is my belief—mentioned already in 
this chapter—that Man’s quest cannot stop short of trying to probe the 
heart of the mystery of the Universe. But, if following this quest is 
tantamount to setting up as a prophet, then this offence is committed 
by every human being who passes through this life; for following Man’s 
quest is, I believe, an inescapable part of being human. 

A third possible source of the impression has been mentioned by 
Hourani.* In volumes vii-x of A Study of History Hourani is conscious 
of ‘a strange, exalted, excited note, more fitting to prophecy than to 
science’; and Sir Ernest Barker^ uses almost identical words. 1 write, 
he says, 'on a high and strained note*. Geyl too finds me ‘high-strung’.* 
I am conscious of this myself, and I think the explanation is not far to 
seek. It has, indeed, been detected by more than one of my critics. 
These four volumes were written after the atom bombs had been 
dropped on Nagasaki and Hiroshima. The note heard in volumes vii 
to X was already audible in volumes v and vi, which were written 
between the Italian invasion of Abyssinia and the outbreak of the Second 
World War. In reviews of volumes iv-vi Sir Maurice Powicke noted 
that my mind struck him as being not a ‘cool’ one,* and Sir Llewellyn 

* Besides Pieter Geyl, who his been cited in the previous footnote, W. den Boer (in 
Toynbtt andHistoiy, p. 238) and Albert Hoursni (in Joe. cit.,pp. 399-400} record the 
same impression. P. H. Underhill finds that I escape from beii^ esuaht in Spensler‘s 
determinism *by soerina above histopr to become ■ metihistorian, ■ prophet, a theo* 
loaian’, and that it is my ‘system-makina. with itaprophetic overtones of doom to come’, 
that makes me 'attracove to the aenerai public of the last ten or fifteen years’ {Tht 
Canadian Historical JtovioK, vol. soii, No. 3 (September, 1951), pp. 201-19. Underhill 
mves me to same label ibid., vol.xzxvi, No. 3 (September, 19^5), pp. 222-35). H- Trevor- 
Roper teems to think that I set myself up as a prophet in both senses of the word 
(Toynbte and History, p. 122). J. F. Leddy thinks that 1 oscillate between behavinalike 
s prophet and claim^to be an empirical historian (TfuPhotmx, vol. ix (Toronto 1957. 
University of Toronto Press), pp. 14^1). Father L. Walker, O.P., feela that I have not 
’been content with beina just a historian but have tried also to be a prophet and teacher’ 
(Toynbtt and History, p. 146). E. E. Y. Halea says; 'In realiw he is s reliaious prophet, 
who uses his wide kMwIedae of hist<^ to exetrmufy and reinforce bis rel>ai<*us leachina’ 
(History T^ay, May, 1955, p. 32a). This is L. C. Stecchini’s impressiem too. ‘Toynbee’, 
he says, 'has a^fte to as to try to reclaim for the historian the riabt to prophesy' 
(Midstream, Autumn, 1956, pp. 84-91). On the other hand. Crane Brintonfineb that this 
book 'is not a prophetic won in the specific sense that woM has in the Judaeo-Christisn 
tradition’ (Tkt Vvgima Quarttrly Rtvieto, vol. 32, No. 3 (Summer, 1956), pp. 

T. S. Grerory reports that, 'more or less delibcrstely, Mr. Toynbee re^es to be ''the 
prophet of the World’s final causes” ’ (Tht Dublin Revirte, vol. 220, No. 440 (Spring, 
1947), pp. 74-87). A. L. Guerard pronounces that 'Spengler is a prophet; Toynbee it an 
inquirer*(i« ifsraW-rniwK, 28th October, 1934). 

* H. Stuart Hughes, Oswald Sptstgltr: A Crixi^JS!rtui(a(«(NewYork 19^2. Scribners), 

p. 164. > In loc. cit., pp. 399-400* * In Toynbtt and History, p. 93. 

* loid., p. 373. ^ Tht ManchtsUr Guardian, 29th September, 1939. 
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Woodward that ‘deep and genuine’ emotions were manifest in my 
work.* Woodward pointed out, in the same context, that these volumes 
had been ‘written, like the De Civitate Dei, under the strain of im¬ 
mediate social catastrophe’. Kohn has noticed’ that the difference in 
outlook between volumes vii-x and volumes i-vi is a reflection of the 
course of public events between 1939 and 1954. Hofer makes the same 
point in general terms. He points out that the questions put to history 
by me, like those put by Alfred Weber, are no longer of the same kind 
as Ranke’s questioits. ‘In their study of histoiy {Gesehiehtsbetrachtm^) 
they are consciously seeking to be serviceable to the needs of the time m 
which we are living by being of some help to it in its grave spiritual and 
political crisis {Lebensnot). One might put it that their recognition of the 
uigency of this crisis was the stimulus by which their questions were 
originally evoked.’’ Anderlc observes* that, in Tangye Lean’s account 
of my work,* ‘the prophetic note is not taken as being an aberration, as 
it is by Geyl, Barnes, and others. Lean presents Toynbee as the ex¬ 
ponent of a given cultural situation, the embodiment of the anxiety 
of the age over the existential issue {Verkorperw^ der Existentialangst 
der Epoche), its obsession with the spectacle of decadence in the face of 
death, and its burning desire in some way or other to transcend transi¬ 
toriness and to make sure of achieving immortality.’ 

The consequent note of urgency and anxiety may be unscientific, but 
I do not find it at all ‘strange’ in the circumstances. On the contrary, I 
think it would have been strange if I had not felt deeply enough atMDut 
these tragic and ominous public events for my feeling to come out in 
what I was writing at the time. To be sensitive to wl^t is going on in 
the World is, I should say, a mark just of being human. It ought not to 
put one under suspicion of setting up to be a prophet, but it may 
perhaps have contributed, all the same, to the creation of this impres¬ 
sion about me. Anyway, all but, possibly, one of those critics who have 
indicted me for the offence of setting up as a prophet have, I am sure, 
made the charge in good faith. If anyone is at fault, it is I, for having 
unwittingly given them cause for misunderstanding me.® 

The educational value of any critique depends on its spirit and its 
method. A few critics write with an animosi^ which suggests that their 
first concern is to draw blood from the colleague whose book they are 
reviewing. This spirit surely militates against the purpose for which 
books arc given out for review. This purpose is the correction of error 
and the increase of knowledge and understanding. It is an impersonal 
purpose and one that the reviewer shares with the writer whose work he 

I Tht Spectator, iSth Aui^t, 1939. 

* H. Kohn in Monai, Berlin. August, 195S. 

) W. Hofer: Geaehuhu xtoitehen Pkiiosopi^ PoUtik, p. 139. Lewis Mumford, too, 
tees in A Study of Hittory a piece of action—but, as he sees it. it is action that Ica^, lilw 
Reinhold Kiebuhr't. to an 'other world’ {Toynbt* and History, p. 143). 

* In an uiwublished paper. 

t In Toynoeo and Histo^, pp. ia-38, especially pp. 33 aeqq. 

* In reviewing vols. iv-vi of this book Sir Llewellyn WoMward remarked: 'It ia, of 
course, impossible for a historian to insulate himself from the present, but at least he 
ought to be on his guard against putting himself in deliberate and unnecessary contact 
wia lina of thought highly charged wiUx emotion* (The Spectator. tSth August, 1939). 
There is justice in this cotinse], and 1 recognise that it is good advice for me. 
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is appraising. To serve this purpose effectively, a review must, of course, 
be severe if severity is called for in the reviewer’s judgement. I have 
profited particularly from reviews that have been severe without being 
hostile. The value of a review also depends on the reviewer’s way of 
working. Some critics work with the road-mctal-woricer*8 hammer. 
Sometimes it is the stone that breaks, sometimes, perhaps, the hammer¬ 
head. In either case the result is on the small sc^e, and its value, while 
appreciable, is limited. A more creative kind of criticism is the kind 
that blows in like a sand-laden wind from the desert; for this usefully 
transforms the landscape. It finds out the softer rocks and scours them 
away, and it grinds down the harder rocks’ sharp edges. Anything that 
still stands after this wind has done its testing work will be that much 
nearer to reality.* 

Books are expendable, like the man-hours that go to the making of 
them. A book that has been weathered away will have served its purpose 
if it provokes other minds to write other books that may perhaps prove 
less vulnerable. The one thing that matters is that inquiry shall go on; 
for, so long as it continues, there is hope that it may also get further. 

1 am, of course, a reviewer myself, besides being an author. Almost 
every writer is constantly alternating between the two roles. When I am 
playing the role of a reviewer I find it a useful rule to remind myself of the 
indubitable truth that a reviewer inevitably reviews himself, too, in the 
act of reviewing the author whose book lies on his dissecting table. 
Whenever a reviewer is tempted to treat an author as a dart-board he 
should remember that the missile which his hand is itching to lance is 
not a dart but a boomerang. Reviewing, as well as writing, is, in fact, a 
dangerous trade. But a reviewer can reduce the danger to which he is 
exposing himself. He can avail himself of safeguards that are at the same 
time virtues worth cultivating for their own sakes. These tutelary virtues 
are humility and generosity. The point has been put by H. J. Morgen- 
thau in a critique of my work.* 

*We can judge what others have tried to do and have done only if we 
ourselves have tried to do, or at least have dreamt of doing, what they have 
done.’ 

* I owe thi» timile to J. F. Leddy. The article, ched in footnote 1 on p. 5, ends es 
follows: 'His work miaht well remind us of one of those colourful outcroppings of rock 
to be seen sometimes in flat country, once much larger but still raising s sharp silhouette 
against the sky. As time has pessM, the winds have eroded the soifter layers of rock, 
crumbling thm away, and so projecting the more durable veins of granite into greater 
prominence. Such may be the . . . fate awaitme Toynbee's . . . study when once the 
win^ of criticism have worn sway those lines of thought which do not deserve to remain, 
. . . and BO have left in plainer view the . . . outUnea of his reduced but still mssaive 
structure.’ • In Tojmiee and History, p. ipt. 
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PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 


I. THE INADEQUACY OF OUR MEANS OF 
THOUGHT 


I. APPREHENSION THROUGH ANALYSIS AND CLASSIFICATION 


A PHILOSOPHER will probably find little in this chapter except 
truisms and elementary errors, if he finds anything at all that is not 
a meanii^less misuse of words. All the same, at my peril, I have to 
write it, because some of my critics have been philosophers who have 
taken issue with me on philosophical grounds. I exposed myself to this 
by raising philosophical questions. I did not seek these out. I found 
them arising out of a study of history. This is, I should say, to be 
expected, because, as I see it, the study of human affairs is rc^ly one 
and indivisible. The conventional academic dismemberment of the vast 
subject into Misdplines’ is a convenient, and perhaps unavoidable, 
educational device, but it is an arbitrary surgical operation, and this 
makes it a serious impediment to the gaining of knowledge and under¬ 
standing.* It is true that any one mind can make itself thoroughly 
familiar with no more than some patch of the great forest. Yet, unless it 
also dares to venture out into the surrounding stretches that, for it, 
happen to be terra incognita, it cannot hope to understand the nature 
even of its own narrow beat. 

All study, whether of human af^rs or of non-human nature, is 
subject to ^e limitations of human thought; and the first and greatest 
of these is that thought cannot help doing violence to Reality in the act 
of trying to apprehend it. 

For ^ that we know, Reality is the undifferentiated uni^ of the 
mystical experience. We cannot know whether it is or is not, because 
we cannot ^ow anything without being in a state of consciousness, and 
we cannot be conscious without ourmentalimageofRcality—or Reality's 
image of itself, mirrored in a human mind^—being diffracted or articu¬ 
lated into subject and object* This is the first link in a chain of articu¬ 
lations that we forge as fast as we go on thinking. 

Our human consdousness, after its self-generating—or Reality’s 

I See further pp. laS-ta. 

> The coruciousDcss ot each of us is evolution looking at itself and reflecting’ (Father 
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, SJ.: Th* Phtnomtnon oj Mm (London 1959. Collins), 

p. 32 X). 

* 'Almoct incura^ subject and objeM tend to become eeparated from each other in 
the act of knowing. We are continually inclined to isolate ouraelvea from the things and 
events which surround m, as though we were looking at them from outside, from the 
shelter of tn obeervstozy into which they were unable to enter, as though we were 
spectators, not elements, in what goes on’ (Esther Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, S.J., 
op. dt., p. azo). 
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generating—articulative act, goes on to dissect Reality farther into the 
conscious and the subconscious, soul and body, mind and matter, life 
and environment, freedom and necessity, creator and creatures, god and 
devil, good and bad, right and wrong, love and power, old and new, 
cause and effect, and so on. Such dichotomies are indispensable cate¬ 
gories of thought; they are our means of apprehending R^ity, as far as 
this is within our power. At the same time they are so many bound^- 
marks indicating the limits of human understanding, since they mis¬ 
represent Reality by breaking up its unity in our apprehension of it. 
They are as baffling as they are enlightening. We cannot do without 
them, yet cannot do with them cither. We cannot afford either to dis¬ 
count them completely or to take them at their full face value.* 

We cannot think ad>out the Universe without assuming that it is 
articulated; and, at the same time, we caimot defend the articulations 


< It u, no doubt, difficult to um catesories as initruxncnta for trying to gmp Reality 
without falling into the error of treati^ them as if they were abeolute reelitiea in them- 
aelvea. I have evidently &lleo into this error myaelf. At least five critics have censured 
me for auccumbiiw to dualism: Lewis Mumfwd (in Diogents, No. it (Spring, I9s6), 
pp. 22-21, and in Toynbt* eytd History, p. 145): J. it. Feibleman (in T^um RtiaMonihly, 
vol. xi, Nos. I and 2 (>p4o),pp. 1^x4); Albm Hourani (in Tfu UuMtn Rsvitn, vol. 220, 
No. 470, p. 377); W. Altree (in Toynbetastd History, p. 270); and Father L. Walker, O.P. 
(in 3 V>'ito«« am History, p. 3^). In Mumford’a eyea this dualism bee involved me in 
‘profound Auguadnian pmLausm' (Diogtnos, loc. eit., p. it) and in an unresolved con* 
tradiedon bemeen this mood and an incompadble ‘thisworldlineaa’ (ibid., p. 21). 
Feibleman, in the passage cited above, writes that Toynbee ‘seta up piinwy eateries 
which immediately involve him in an ontological dualism, an epistemological subjeaive 
idealism, and a thrological tranacendentaliam. The first is precarious and tentative, the 
second partial and tenuous, and the third total and absolute; all three are nominalistic.’ 
In particular, he objects to my dichotomy between ‘spirit’ and ‘matter’, and adds, with 
juadficadon, that I ought to have defined my use of these terms, but neve failed to do 
this. Altree, too, objects to this dichotomy, walker objects to my diclutomiea between 
reason and the subconscious and between truthi of science and truths of religion. Mum> 
ford finds that I have dug a gulf between the world of Nature and the world of Spirit. 
This guV, he insists, must be closed (Diogestts, loe. cit., p. 24): I ought to rise to a boliatic 
standpoint (Toynbed and History, p. 146). Feibleman deplores my 'old-fashioned kind of 
ascedc tranacendentalism’ (loc. cit., pp. 147 and 152) and urges me (ibid., p. 142) to 
embrace the doctrine of immsDeoce, which, as be points out on p. is% I have, in ^t. 
adopted in one passage (A Study of History, vol. iv. p. 647). Ricoard Pares feels that I 
have gone toe far in dissecting the mind into different layers (Tfis English Historical 
Revisse, vol. bod, No. 279 (April, 1956), p. 258). 

These charges of dualitm might seem, at first sight, to be cancelled out by charges that, 
in my conception of history, ‘the Deity becomes almost entirely immanent andloacs all 
transcendent auaiides’ (C. B. Joynt in Tht Australasian ffoursial of PfnlotoptQ/, vol. 34, 
No. 3 (Decemc 
tions or blurs tl 
Appraisal', that 

Sir Ernest Barker in Toynbee and History, pp. 94-95); and that I have an impulse to 
push the process of aynthcais and acbematiration farther than is warranted by the 
phenomena (e.g. Sir EmeatBarkerin ToynbeeandHistory.p. 95; K. D. Erdmann in i^rcAio 
/Or Kulturgeschichte, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (1951), pp. ^-3; B* L. Shinn in Christianity 
and the Problem of History, p. 227; H. A. L. fitiiot in The Nineteenih Century and After, 
December, 193^ p. 671; J- Vo« in Saeoulum, No. 2 (i^sO. pp- 557 - 74 ; G- Weil in 
Toynbee and liutoty, p. 2^: A. Hourani in The DuMm / 2 mesp, voL 229, No. 470 
^ecemba, 195s), p> 381; J. K. Feibleman in T'ien Htia Monthfy, vd. xi, Noe. i and a 
(i^). p. 23). 

Though these two errors (if such they are) are in contrary directiona, I think I have^ m 
fact, proMbly fallen into both of them. But I also think that, if I have, this illogical 
commission of two contradictory offences is not peculiar to me, but b a weakness that b 
a consequence of the nature of t^^ht. A human mind seeks unity, but cannot approMh 
it without paving its path with dichotomies. 'Segmentadon b humanly inevitable, l.e. 
essential to sane obaervadon’; ‘the problem of eausadon b ... merely one aspect of the 
wider problem of individuadon’ (M. R. Cohen: The Meaning of Human History, 
pp. 107 and 108). 
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that we find, or make, in it against the charge that these are artificial and 
arbitrary, that they do not correspond to anything in the structure of 
Reality, or that, even if they do, they are irrelevant to the particular 
mental purpose for which we have resorted to them. It can always be 
shown that they break up something that is indivisible and let slip 
something that is essential. Yet, without mentally articulating the Uni¬ 
verse, we ourselves cannot be artioUate—cannot, that is, cither think 
or will. And we cannot go on thinking or willing if we regain the unity of 
the mystical experience. So we have to dissect—and, in dissecting, mis¬ 
represent—Re^ty in order to be able to apprehend Reality sufficiently 
to be able to act and live in the light of the truth as far as we can discern 
it. Our inability to apprehend Reality completely is, of course, not 
surprising. It is a paradox that one part of a whole should be able to 
distii^ish itself from the rest and should then be able to achieve even 
a partial apprehension of the whole, including itself. This feat is 
miraculous, however imperfect. How far it does fall short of attaining a 
true mental image of R^ity it is impossible for a human mind to tell. 
*We have a kind of knowledge, but it is of a kind which can be corrected 
or perfected.’* 

Thought has no sooner set itself going by mentally breaking Reality 
up than it gets to work to put R^ity together again. After having 
analysed, thought operates by classifying: that is, by identifying a 
number of different objects as being specimens of one and the same 
kind.* These objects between which the mind finds sufficient resemb¬ 
lance to allow it to bring them mentally under some single head are no 
more than particular facets of phenomena.’ The facets of any pheno¬ 
menon are innumerable, as is demonstrated by our ability to classify 
one and the same phenomenon in innumerable different ways, each 
corresponding to some different facet that it displays.^ So any one 
classification apprehends no more than a fiaction oi each of the pheno¬ 
mena that it brings together; and, when we have classified the same 
phenomenon under as many different heads as it displays facets whose 
like we can detect in other phenomena, we are still left with an un¬ 
identifiable residue.* This residue is of unknown magnitude. 

The human mind’s mental categories are thus 'incomplete tools’.^ 
'No conscioiis experience can grasp any object, not even ourselves, in all 
its completeness. ... There is no knowMge, no matter how abstract, 
which does not point to some it*'^ This ‘it’ is not something positive 
that we can apprehend as being a phenomenon’s 'essence’. It is the 

* Father M. C. D’Aicy, S.J.: The Sente cf History, p. 46. Cp. pp. 138-9. 

> 'AU mental phenomena—«cn»e perceptiom and unages as well as th« more abstract 
"concepo" and ’‘ideas"—must be regarded as actt of elatsificattoa* (F. A. bbyek: The 
Countor-Reooluiion of Science, p. 47). 

a 'AU thought must be to some extent abstract.... All perception of Reality, includ¬ 
ing the simplut sensadona, involves a classification of me object according to some 
property or propertiea' (ibid., p. ti8). 

* See ibid., pp. 68-69 and 70. 

s *The human mind can never gnsp a "whole" in tbe sense of all the different aspects 
of a real situation' (ibid., p. 70). On the other hand, C. B. Joynt contends, in a letter of 
August, 1959, that‘any object baa a certain unity or idleness which characterises 

* R. L. Shinn: Civristionity and the Problem ^f Hirtory, p. 19. 

7 M. R. Cohen: The Mesating of Human History, p. 4a. 
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residue of a phenomenon that has eluded all classification. This is 
wha we mean when we say that in every phenomenon there is some* 
thing ‘unique’. This word ‘unique’ is a negative term signifying what 
is mentally inapprehensible. The absolutely unique is, by definition, 
indescribable.* In fact, the unique element in a phenomenon is like the 
intractable core of a P^eolithic flint-knapper’s nugget, which defies his 
skill after he has struck off flake after flake and blade after blade. These 
flakes and blades fly off in familiar standard shapes. The residual core’s 
shape is all its own; no other core’s shape is identical with it. 

Why does a human mind employ a method of operation which is 
bound, by its very nature, to yield incomplete and imperfect results ? 
Perhaps the answer is to be found in our minds’ nature, which is 
finite, and in their purposes, which are primarily practical. Though 
the human brain is so superbly built and so cleverly packed into its 
case that it can register the maximum number of permutations and com- 
binatioi^ of mental associations that is possible for an instrument of its 
volume, this number, though very great, must be finite, whereas the 
number of phenomena with which a mind has to deal is infinite. It is 
only by classifying this infinite host of phenomena under heads that 
the mind can attempt to cope with them. The price of classification is, 
no doubt, some degree of misrepresentation. But the alternative to the 
payment of this price would be intellectual paralysis; and, for most 
minds’ usual purposes, the price is not inordinately high because the • 
misrepresentation is not frustrating. It may be frustrating and even 
exasperating to minds, like my critics’ and mine, that want knowledge 
for its own sake, are insatiable in seekii^ it, and cannot rest content 
while any residue of reality remains unknown to them. Such restless 
min ds, however, are a small and almost freakish minority. Most minds 
do not want knowledge for its own sake; they want the minimum doses 
of knowledge that are sufficient for guidwee in taking action in particu' 
lar circumstances. Knowledge beyond that quantum is a matter of 
indifference to them. Indeed, besides being superfluous, it would be a 
positive impediment to them owing to its irrelevance. 

‘In theory we could describe every site on the Earth’s surface as a unique 
thing-in>itMlf, as in strict logic it is. But, even if this were practically 
feasible, it would take us nowhere; the mere bulk of facts could not be 
grasped by the human mind; we must classify, and that implies evalua¬ 
tion.’* 

‘All description is necessarily selective.’* 

Suppose that a human mind were to set itself to grasp every 

< Cobeo, op. eit.. p. 84. Philip Bt^by points out in Culture and History, pp. 33-34, 
that thi» is demonstrated by the inability of historians ever to describe a unigue event 
exhaustivety. The logic of the mind’s method of operation is put by Bagby, ibid., p. 58, 
as follows: 'Absolute difference would eliminate sil possibility of Mmparison. AbMlute 
similarity would reduce all difference to identity and leave us nothing to eomptre.' The 
same point is msde by R. Redfield in TAe Prvnitsoe World and its Transformotions, p. igo. 
'Absolute chsM is inconceivable. The notion of regularity, of what is cslled Isw. is in¬ 
escapable. Yet h is probably also true that every world view combines with the idea of 
law or regularity the idea of capriciousnets.’ See abo the present volume, p. 73. 

» O. iC H. Spate in Geographical Studies, wh tv. No. » (i 957 )> P- *• 

3 K. R. Popper: The Poverty 0/Historieispt, p. 77. 
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phenomenon exactly in its unique entirety, without misrepresenting it 
by introducing any reference to, or mental association with, any other 
phenomena. It would be burdening its powers of memory with a Psyche’s 
task—as if someone were to set himself to memorize ^e visual shapes 
of all the myriads of Chinese characters without deigning to make use 
of the radicals under which the characters have been rather artificially 
and arbitrarily grouped. And then, supposing that this illimitable and 
therefore impossible feat of memorization had been accomplished, of 
what practic^ use would it be ? The normal purpose of trying to appre¬ 
hend a phenomenon is not just to know it; it is to deal wi^ it. And how 
can one deal with a phenomenon that one has come to know so per¬ 
fectly that one has inhibited oneself from referring it to, or associating 
it with, any other phenomenon? A knowledge that was as theoretically 
complete as this would be equivalent to complete ignorance for practical 
purposes. 

It seems as if one might almost say that the mind is an effective 
instrument for its usual purposes just because it is an imperfect one. 
Then how is a scholar to use this instrument for his peculiar purpose of 
study for study’s sake ? The obvious line for him to follow first is the line 
of least resistance; and the line of least resistance is to keep in step with 
the innate operational movement of the mind as far as the inquirer finds 
that this line will cany him. This is the policy that has been followed, 
with cumulative success, by students of non-human nature. Physical 
scientists ‘are concerned... with formulating general propositions about 
the patterned interrelationships of... events’, and ‘science is the study 
of observed regularities’.* Have we any warrant for not following the 
same intellectual procedure when human nature is the object of our 
study ? If it is contended that the drawing of an analogy between the 
processes of human history and those of non-human nature is inadmis¬ 
sible^ or, short of that, hazardous,’ and that I, in particular, have ap¬ 
plied to thought about human history a method appropriate to thought 
about non-human nature,^ it may be admitted that ‘the simple re¬ 
peatable patterns of physics or physical laws have not been discovered 
in htiman afiairs’,’ but, nevertheless, it must be pointed out that a 
human being possesses only one mind, and that this mind operates in 
only one way—that is, the analytical and classificatory way—^whatever 
kind of phenomenon its owner may set it to work on. The onus of proof 
lies on those who deny the reality of the uniformity that is found in 
Reality by the analjrsing and classifying human mind.^ If the analytical 
and classiheatory method that works well when we arc studying non¬ 
human nature is to be ruled out when it is a question of studying human 

* P. B&gby: Culture and History, pp. 4~5 ind 8^. He ffoes on to powt out that *coin- 
Mrative ■tudy’ involves showing not omy similanties but also consistent diifereitces. 
These differences also constitute a kind of regularity (ibid., p. 183). 

* Gejfl in P. Geyl; A. J. Toynbee; P. A. &r^o: The PatUm of the Past: Can We 

Detertmne 84-85. 

3 P. Geyl: DAates with Historians, p. tta. 

* A. Hourani in The Dubhn Review, vol. 329, No. 470 (December, I 95 S), p. 383. 
This is the charge that I myself have brought against the modem Western nmorisna at 
the very benniung of this book. 

* M. R. Cohen: The Meaning of Human History, p. ti6. 

^ R. CaiUois in Diogenes, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), pp. 3-3. 
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nature, we arc left without any method for proceeding. Surely it is 
common sense to make a start in the study of human affairs by continuing 
to follow the mind’s innate method, and to find out, by exploration, 
how far this method will carry one in this field. If and when we find 
ourselves brought to a standstill, with still unconquered ground ahead 
of us, we shall then be in the best possible position for examining 
whether any change of method is practicable, and, if it is, what our new 
method should be. 

This is the policy that I myself have followed in the first ten volumes 
of this book. In Part XII I have tried to find the locus of a frontier 
dividing the realm of human affairs between a province of necessity 
and a province of freedom,* after having concentrated, in the preceding 
parts, on making as exhaustive an inquiry as I could into the regularities, 
uniformities, and recurrences that human affairs display. In the earlier 
of these two successive sections of the book I have deliberately pushed 
my exploration of regularities in human affairs to the limit; and, since, 
by temperament, I am, I believe, intellectually rash, I am willing to take 
it from my critics that I have not only reached the limit but have passed 
it. In a benevolent review of the first three vol\imes of the book, H. A. L. 
Fisher says that ‘the generalisations arc sometimes overdriven’.* L,ewis 
Mumford says* that I do not make enough allowance for what is non<re- 
petitive and unique. K. D. Erdmann find^ that, in my petrified schema- 
tization, I have come near to losing sight of the individiiality of events. 

2. THE historians’ PURSUIT OF THE UNIQUE 

These excesses of mine—if I am guilty of excesses—evidently deserve 
the notice, and the reproof, that they have received. But my plan of 
work has not only drawn reasoned criticisms of the way in which I have 
carried it out; it has also provoked strong, and even violent, hostility 
among a considerable number of my f^ow historians. It has been 
noted* that in the United States I was ill received by extremely distin¬ 
guished reviewers—e.g. Charles A. Beard and Lynn Thorndike—in the 
important professional journals. This reaction has not been peculiar to 
American scholars; I am conscious of an even stronger current of hostile 
feeling amoi^ British and Dutch scholars, and ^o of a more aloof 
distaste and disapproval among French scholars. This vein of emotion has 
surprised and puzzled me. At first sight it seems uncalled-for in an 
intellectual argument; for in this field emotion is not only irrelevant 
but is notoriously inimical to clear thinking. On consideration I 
have come to the conclusion that—^when full allowance has been made 
for the aimoyance that my way of working evidently gives to 
scholars with a different temperament—the perso^ hostility that I have 
unintentionally drawn on myself is only a minor cause of the hostile 

< A criticism, by C. B. Joynt, of my Biblical conception of the circumstances in which 
human wills have some freedom of choke is cited on p. 4^ footnote 4. 

* H. A. L. Fisher in TH« Ninttetnth Ctntxey and AjUr, December, 1934, P- 67** 

> In Dioeene$, No. 13 (SpriM, 1956), p. 25. 

4 In AreimfQr KvltatrgtsduAu, nxiii. Buid, Heft a (1951), w. 243 - 3 - 

i By E. T. Gargan ia Tha Intent of ToyiAee't //irtory; A Cooperative Apprmud. 
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[ emotion that the publication of my work has evoked. If the distin- 

\ guished scholars who have hurled thunderbolts at me bad merely felt 

! annoyed with me personally, they would have just ignored me, which 

5 would have been a more effective way of trying to dispose of me than the 

policy of anathcmatiaing me which dicy have actually adopted. I believe 
! that the strength of their feeling reveals that they Wt themselves to be 

I fighting about something much more important than anything merely 

[ personal. They are, I think, up in arms in defence of the uniqueness of 

' historical events and human personalities. This is, in their eyes, a 

treasure of supreme value; and my work has been a red rag to them 
because they have taken it as a symbol of an attack on the principle of 
respect for the clement of uniqueness in history which they value so 
highly.* As a matter of fact I, too, value it; but at the same time I am 
conscious that, besides the element of uniqueness in human affairs, 
there is also an element of uniformity, and that, of the two, this is by 
far the less difficult for human minds to apprehend. This is, I think, 
why I have been misread as if I were denying the unquestionable truth 
that an clement of uniqueness is to be found in human a^irs. 

A high valuation of this element of uniqueness within the realm of 
human nature is evidently what has made its status a burning question in 
the study of human affairs, while it is not one in the natural sciences. 
This also perhaps explains why it is that, among the various schools of 
students of human affairs—philosophers, theologians, logicians, psycho- 
y legists, anthropologists, sociologists, historians—^it is the historians who 

! have made it their business to be not only the exponents of the element 

I of uniqueness, but also its champions. The most obvious definition of 

I an historian is to see in him a student of human affairs as these present 

[ themselves in motion through time; but a different definition has been 

proposed by A. L. Kroeber. The essence of the historian’s approach, 
It Kroeber suggests, is not the vision of human affairs as temporal events; 

it is 'the endeavour to achieve a conceptual integration of phenomena 
while preserving the integrity of the phenomena’.* 

'The attachment to contiguity in space and time, to continuity of the 
spatial and temporal relations of the phenomena, coupled with attach¬ 
ment to the phenomena themselves, is what gives the historical aspects 
of phenomena their semblance of immediate reality. It is also the factor 
which prevents the historical approach as such from attaining to “laws”, 
to general theory, to exactness of measurable findings, and to genuine 
venfiability by experiment. It is also what gives historical findings their 
j quality of uniqueness, their individuation, their physiognomic property.’* 

■ * W. H. McNeill notes, in Tht InWit ef ToynMt History: A Cooptrativt Appraisal, 

! thst I bsve 'the hebit of mind which strives in the face of su the diversity of experience 

^ and of history to arrive at the interconnectedness of thingS'--to see muloplicky and 

I* ' dtscitpancy rMueed to unity and order, to see the whole in the parts, the One in the 

Many. This is, indeed, the most basic and fundamental quality of Toynbee’s mind, a 
quality perhaps unusual in an historian, who is normally liable to bearrestM and intrigued 
by the variety and muld^c^ of things and take the data ef h^oiy more or less for 
j what they are—infinitely various, changeable, shifting, and interesting.’ The Rev. E. R. 

t Hardy Jr. finds, ibid., uist ‘the composition' of this book 'is remarkably unified*. He 

generously adds that my 'central themca are really central'. 

• * A. L. Kroeber: Tfu Nature of Culture, p. 70. Cp. pp. 63. 102. 1*7. 

* Kroeber, op. eh., p. loi. 
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‘iMl recorded history ps] a aeries of objective unique events whose 
significance lies in their organisation into distinctive patterris and not in 
ill'defined formulas or generalised denominators.'* 

The same characteristic of history is singled out by F. A. Hayek and 
by Alan Bullock as being distinctive of it. 

Tn the social field [as contrasted with the fields of most of the natural 
sciences] a particular or unique event is often of such ^neral interest, and 
at the same time so complex and so difficult to see in all its important 
aspects, that its explanation and discussion constitute a major task re* 
quiring the whole energy of a specialist.’* 

‘What the historian finds fascinating is to come as close as he can to the 
concrete and the individual, to try to get inside the skin of the man or 
group of men,... to trace the causes, the connections and consequences of 
this particular revolution ... or a particular series of events.... I^tory is 
always an attempt to explain the sequence and connection of events.’* 

Bullock is careful not to overstate his point. 

‘The moment the historian begins to explain, he is bound to make use 
of general propositions of all kinds.. .. The historian gives a false account 
of his activity if he tries to deny the part that general ideas and assump* 
tions play in his work. There is, however, a difference between the his¬ 
torian on ^e one hand and the metahistorian, seeking for patterns of 
historical evolution, or the sociologist, seeking for gencr^ laws, governing 
human development, on the other. This difiference lies in their purpose 
and in the use that they make of such generalizations. What the meta¬ 
historian and the sociologist are trying to do is to clear away the confusion 
of focts and reveal the pattern, or establish the law, whi^ lies beneath. 
But this U not the historian’s purpose; what he wants to know is what 
happened. For him, general propositions are both necessary and illumi¬ 
nating, but they are not the essential purpose of his work.’ 

Joynt and Rescher make a point that bears out Bullock’s thesis. 
‘Historians’, they point out,^ ‘tend to formulate, not general laws, but 
restricted gener^izations, limited by spatio-temporal considerations, 
but fully '^id and law-like within them.’ Conversely, a sociologist, 
Michael Postan, commends me, in a review that is otherwise m(^y 
critical, for pursuing historical information, not for its own sake, but for 
the purpose of using it as scientific evidence.’ 

The historians’ approach to the study of human affairs, which Postan 
here deprecates, has merits to which Eiroeber draws attention. Science, 
in pursuing its method of abstraction, resolves phenomena into ‘meta- 
phenomena’ formulas.^ But the higher the level of the phenomena under 
consideration, the more recalcitrant they are to this scientific treatment 

* Ibid., p. 86. * Hsyelc, op. ert, p. 68. 

> Bullock UkHiitory Today, February, 1951, pp. 

* C. B. Joynt and N. Rescher: *On Explaostion in History’ in Mind, vot. 68 , No. ayx 
(July, 1959). PP- 383-S. 

* M. Postan in Tm SociolcgUalReoUts, vol. xxviii (1936), p. 53 (see further pp. 2 *^- 7 )- 
K. D. Erdmann, on the other hand, is critical of my treatment of history as s senes of 
exsnmics (Arehw/Qr KuIturgetchkhU, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (1951), p. 203). 

* Kroeber, Th* Neturo 0/ Culture, p. 101. 
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that is designed to discover uniformities and repetitive regularities as a 
basis for prediction. On the other hand, phenomena of the higher kind 
yield readily to historical treatment.* My own approach to history is 
criticized by H. Frankfort* on the ground that 

'his use of ''species” and "genus” obscures the fundamental fact that 
science can study individuals as members of a species only by ignoring 
their individual characteristics. The historian, following this course, 
would defeat the very purpose of his work. In fact, Toynbee's vaunted 
empiricism is an attempt to transpose the method of the natural sciences, 
where experiment is essential and experience is reduced to figures, to 
history, where experiment is impossible and experience subjective.' 

The historical outlook {Historismus) involves 

‘the recognition that a consideration of history that is obtained by factual 
researdi docs not enable one to extract from it any consistently intelligible 
picture of universal history. So far from throwing light on concrete aitua- 
tions and events, interpretations of the general course of history that are 
based on theological or rationalist dogmas actually themselves require to 
be interpreted historically. In reaching this conclusion, the historical out¬ 
look has won for itself a standpoint of its own which is distinct not oidy 
from that of physical science but also from that of metaphysical and 
natural law.’* 

‘In recognizing the uniqueness of its subject matter and in failing to 
reduce it to instances of a law, the procedure of history differs from that of 
science.’* 

Historians 

‘are convinced that the differences between civilizations are more signifi¬ 
cant dtan their likenesses, and that standardised causal patterns cannot 
logically be deduced from the facts of history*.* 

This point has been driven home by Christopher Dawson: 

‘It is [the] mysterious and unpredictable aspect of history which is the 
great stumbling-block to the ratioiudist. He is always looking for neat 
systems of laws and causal sequences from which history can be auto¬ 
matically deduced. But history is impatient of all such artificial construc¬ 
tions. It is at once aristocratic and revolutionary. It allows the whole world 
situation to be suddenly transformed by the action of a single individual 
like Mohammad or Alexander.’* 

I Kracber op. oh., pp. 122-3. 

* In Tht Birih of CtnH»<ttion in tht Necr East, |>. 26. 

* K. D. Erdmann: 'Das Problem dea Hiatoriamua in dcr Neueren Engtiachen 
Geachichtawiaaenachaft' in the HistorUehs Zatsehift, Band 170 (1950), p. 73. Cp. 
E. F. J. Zahn: Toynbot urui das PrMtm <Ur Gotchxfhta, p. 6. 

* M. C. Swabw: TTuJudimmt of History, p. X13. 

a X,. Stoat in Toynboo ana History^, iii. 

* Chr. Dawaon: The Dynanw of world History, ed. by J. J. Mallory, p. 2^7. Ibid., 
p. 90, Dawaon writes: 'There ia an unknown quantity in religious change which defies 
the moat careful historic analysis’; and in illustration of bis thesis in its applicatioo to 
religion he cites, here too, the epiphany of Islam and also the conversion of the Roman 
Empire to Christianity. 

I myself believe that, in human aSuia, something that we nuy well call ’creativity', in 
default o£ a more revealing word, ia perpetually at work, and that this is constantly pro¬ 
ducing noveltiea that have not only not been predicted but have been intrinsically unpre- 
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The^ are ^pressive justifications for the historian’s approach. At the 
same time this approach U open to challenge on two grounds. Its critics 
may contest the value of the element of uniqueness in human affairs, 
which historians prize so highly. And they may contend that, whatever 
its value may be deemed to be, the unique is not apprehensible by 
human minds. 

The value of phenomenal human selves and of their experiences in 
the media of time and space has been rated low in Indian thought since 
at least as early as the si:^ century B.c. This low* valuation was common 
ground between the Buddha and the contemporary school of Indian 
philosophy with which he took issue. Both schools put their treasure in 
Absolute Reality. The school that the Buddha was opposing conferred 
value on phenonemal human selves by identifying them with Absolute 
Reality and giving them the good tidings that they could experience this 
truth for themselves by an act of intuition. The Buddha took the more 
radical line of analysing phenomenal human selves into discontinuous 
series of successive psy^ological states kindled by desire and kept alight 

dictable. Thus I agree with Dawson in the point that he is making in the two passages here 
quoted. At the same time, I do not think that the cases which he has citM here re^y 
illustrate his thesis. I do not believe that either of the revolutions headed respectively by 
Muhammad and by Alexander can properly be described as ‘the action of a single in¬ 
dividual'. Surely both were the result of the intertedon between a leader and his fol¬ 
lowers in a particular set of circumstances. Without the circumstances and the followers, 
the leader w'outd not have found his opportunity; and, given the followers and the cir¬ 
cumstances, the opportunity would have been found and taken by some leader or other, 
if Muhammad and Alexander had never been born. If Muhammad, for instance, had 
failed, Maslamah would have found his opportunity. This question of the relation of 
leading individuals and minorities to the rest of society is diseussed further on pp. 1X5-7, 
14S-50, and 305-d. As for the circumstances, the conquests of the Roman and the 
Sasanian Empire by Muhammad’s successors snd of the Achsemenian Empire by 
Alexander were surw not mysterious nor even unpredictable. In retrospect, both these 
revolutionsry events look as if they had been more or less inevitable, wbm once the 
Achaemenian Empire bad tried and failed to conquer the Hellenic World, it was prob¬ 
able that there would kw an Hellenic counter-offenaive, and that this would be successful 
as soon as it was made by the Hellenes' united forces under a single command. Similarly, 
the successful over-running of the south-eastern provinces of the Roman Empire by the 
Arab transfrontier barlMrians might have been predicted from the previous success of 
the Teutonic and Eurasian Nomad barbarians in over-runningtbe western provinces. 
The simultaneous overthrow of the Roman and the Sasanian empire by the Arab* is 
explained by the exhaustion of the two empires at a result of their long series of wars 
with each other, culminating in the two p^cularly long-drawn-out and devasutmg 
wars of A.0. 572-91 and A.D. 603-3S. The epiphany of Islam is explained by the rsdistion 
of the Syriac Civilization into Arabia during the preceding a,000 yean, and of the 
HcUenic Civilization during a period of about half that length. The attitude of Itlim 
towards Hellenism had been foreshadowed in the attitudes of Monophytite and Nes- 
torlan ChristUnity* The rise of Islam is discussed further in Chapter JUV below, on 

E p. 461-76. As for the conversion of the Roman Empire to Christiamty, this may no 
ave been foreseen by Roman statesmen till half wsy through the thlH century ot the 
Christian Era, but it was surely foreseeable long before that and had in fact been foie- 
b<^ed in the second century by Celsut. It was indeed the culmination of a victorious 
advance of Oriental religions' into the Hellenic World which had begun at least as earl^ as 
the fourth century b.c. —within a hundred yean of the beginning of the Hellenic Time 
of Troubles. 

Alexander illustrates Dawson’s point not by the range and ripidity of his conquestt 
but by the prematureness of hu death. If Alexander had had as long a life as, say, his 
companion Ptolemy son of Lagui, who lived to be S4 and died in 264 B.C., the course of 
history might indeed l^e been different ffom what it hat been. Yet the esriineas of 
Alexander's death, though not inevitable, wts also not m^fsterious and was even not un¬ 
predictable. If Alexander had truthfully filled in a life-msurance company’s proposal- 
form at Susa in 324 b.c., the actuaries would certainly not have rated hjs expecutioo of 
life very high in the light of the way in which he bad been taxing his stamina during the 
preceding ten years. 


i8 PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
by action, and he prescribed for his disciples a course of ascetic spiritual 
exercises designed to bum these impurities away till nothing should be 
left but Absolute Reality in its negative aspect of ‘extinguishedness' 
{Nirodna). It is no accident that in India, where all indigenous schools 
of thought have agreed in disparaging the element of uniqueness in 
human affairs, there has been no notable indigenous school of historians. 
The first attempts, of any consequence, to write the history of India 
have been made by her Muslim and Christian invaders with their 
Judaic tradition of finding significance and value in temporal events. 
It is only in very recent times that, under Western inspiration, a Hindu 
school of historians on the present-day Western model has tardily come 
into existence. 

Considerii^ that some of the greatest historians who have made their 
appearance at any time and place have been Hellenic, it is remarkable 
that history should have been held in as low esteem in the Hellenic 
World, in theory at any rate, as it has been in India, and here, too, be¬ 
cause of a contempt for what is unique.* This commonly accepted 
Hellenic view has b^n put pointedly by Aristotle in a famous passage. 

‘It is not the function of the poet to relate what has happened, but what 
rru^ happen—^what is possible according to the law of probability or 
necessi^. The poet and the historian differ not by writing in verse or in 
prose. The work of Herodotus might be put into verse, and it would still 
be a species of history, with metre no less than without it. The true differ¬ 
ence is that one relates what has happened, the other what may happen. 
Poetry, therefore, is a more philosophical and a higher thing than history; 
for poetry tends to express the universal, history the particular. By the 
universal I mean how a person of a certain type will on occasion speak or 
act, according to the law of probability or necessity; and it is this univer¬ 
sality at whi^ poetry aims in the names she atta^es to the personages. 
The particular is—for example—what Alcibiades did or suffered.’^ 

After the renaissance of Hellenism in the modern Western World, 
this Hellenic attitude of mind survived Hellenism's discomfiture in the 
seventeenth-century ‘Battle of the Ancients and Modems’ and was 
taken as a matter of course by the eighteenth-century school of Western 
philosophers. Though they ^d adopted the optimistic Confucian con¬ 
fidence in the perfectibility of human nature and had accordingly made 
a belief in ‘progress’ in human affairs into one of their cardinal doctrines, 
these eighteenth-century Western philosophers saw progress in terms 
solely 01 an impersonal movement on the grand scale. In their eyes 
the element of uniqueness in human affairs was something irratio^, 
barbarous, and, above all, irrelevant. They regarded historians with the 
impatience that astronomers might feel towards geographers if these 
were to contend that it is more important to map out the mountains, 
valleys, and other minute irregularities in the conformation of the Orth’s 
surface than it is to follow up the astronomical corollaries of the dis¬ 
coveries that our rough-coated planet is approximately spherical in 

* This Hellenic ettitude is touched upon osein on pp. iZ4-'5. 

2 Amtotle; Poetics, chtp. 9 (1451 a-b), S. H. Butener't tnmsUtion (in his Aristotle's 
Thoory of Poetry astd Pine Art, 3rd ed. (London 1903, Macmillan), p. 35). 
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shape and that its orbit round the Sun describes a well-known mathe¬ 
matical figure. , . . r r 

This disparagement of uniqueness and irregularity, in tavour or 
recurrence and uniformity, has been inherited from eighteenth-century 
Western philosophers by nineteenth-century and wentieth-century 
Western students of non-human nature. Natural science today has a 
great and growing prestige, and the method of analysis and classification, 
as opposed to the method of description and narrative, is now b«ng 
applied to the study of human afiairs in one province after pother. 
Two distinguished living students of the archaeology of Nuclw 
America have declared that the ultimate purpose of archaeolopr is the 
discovery of regularities that are in a sense spaceless and timely , and 
that the regularities investigated by archaeologists and by anthropolo- 
gbts are of one and the same order.* The method has ^en been winning 
converts in the historians’ own camp. W. F. Albright hw declared 
that ‘the historian of human culture ... is just as much mtercsted in 
dUcovering general laws as is the natural scientist, smee every single 
phase of past—and present—culture has its own pattern of ranstitu^t 
elements*. It is not surprising that, at the present ^e, Western his¬ 
torians should be on the defensive, and should therefore be sensitive to 
any movement that looks to them like a fresh attack on their posmon 
wiih an eye to a further encroachment on the dwmdlmg domain that 

still remains exclusively theirs. v • 

At the same time they have to face the question whether thwr quest 
for the unique is a feasible one for human minds wiA thtit .builMn 
analytical and classificatory methi^ of operation. Geyl iiwiste that 
historical events are invincibly unique and asks* whethw the logic of 
class and instance is applicable to historical phenomeiw. This qu«tion 
has been answered conclusively in a report by the 
Science Research Council’s committee on histonography. Every his¬ 
torical event, however similar to oth^, b in some respects unique, 
because it has its own particular position in time. But, 

•if every historical evertt vere Uterally unique, hiatory “ 
inconceivable.... No generalisations whatever would be 
and actuaUty would vuan nothing, and any attempt to understand the past 

would be entirely futile.’* 

This must be so, because 

‘To oerceive is to assign to a familiar category; we ^uld not perceive 
^rllpktely diferent from everything else we 1 «« ever 
before ^ All the umque objects of history which [the histo 
S'tS^^ic 'in fait either co. 2 ?ant patterns, of r^^.or repeatable 
processes in which the elements are of a generic character. 

I G. R. WUIey and P. Phillips: Mrthcd and Theory in Anmican Archaeology (1958). 

W?*F. Albrieht: From the Age to Christianity, and ed., p. p ^ 

'Cotcil'. oa Hi«oriop.ph,’. Report 0,54). 

pp. 24 and 25. 


» Ibid., p. 7*. 
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‘It is ... only through some continuity and identity in the process that 
we are able to understand what the past is like. Some common ground 
inevitably serves as om bridge of interpretation.’* 

Geyl agrees* that ‘the greatest function of the historian is to interpret 
the past’. Kroeber too points out* that history aims at preserving the 
complexity of individual events 'while also constructing them into a 
design which possesses a certain coherence of meamng’. Deutsch 
points out that communications engineering 'does not transfer events’; 
it transfers information in the shape of'a patterned relationship between 
events’.^ 'What interacts, has structure; and what has structure, can be 
known.’* So 

‘Every historian has a philosophy of history, no matter how insipid or 
self-contradictory it may rum out to be if explicitly stated. . . . From the 
use of this kind of hypothesis [the vulnerable kind] no historian is or can 
be free, although historians differ in their awareness of their particular 
frame of reference.'* 

‘Any discipline of knowledge, whether theoretical or historical, can deal 
ordy with certain selected aspects of the real world.’^ 

‘Like the natural sciences, history must be selective xmless it is to be 
choked by a flood of poor and unrelated material. . . 

‘Aiming at objectivity [the historians] feel bound to avoid any selective 
point of view; but, since this is impossible, they usually adopt points of 
view without being aware of them. This must defeat their ^orts to be 
objective; for one cannot possibly be critical of one’s own approach, and 
conscious of its limitations, without being aware of it.’* 

'Uncritical analogies are the peculiar plague of the historian, and all too 
often insinuate themselves as ruling assumptions without the author’s 
being aware of their dominance—hovering in the background of language 
beyond clear-cut intellectual or empirical ^eck.‘*.... Views of causal rela¬ 
tions, social dynamics, and of the springs of human action tend to linger 

< M. C. Swabey: Tfu Judgment of History, p. i^. la Swabey’* view ‘the basic same¬ 
ness in history which m^es cross-reference possible would seem to be relational, a 
matter of scale and proportion, rather than of literal sameness of foots’ (op. cit., p. $). 
'What appears as unuormitv may be characteristic of the stattttical method rath« than 
chaxacterutic of the individual originating phenomena’ (ibid., p. 91). In the study of 
human affiurt ‘sooner or later retreat seems ineviuble from empineal recurrence to 
relational common factors’ (ibid., p. 91). 'It is because the World involves a unity of 
logical structure, a fon^ invariancy tl^ugh its varying content, that knowledge has 
power to survey and to connect the ufferent domains of history’ (ibid., p. pi). It will be 
seen|that Swab^ finds bar uniformity in relations between phenomena, not in the pheno- 
meea themselves, and in the mind’s procedure for dealing with these reladona mentally 
rather th^ in an external world. But Swsbey remains s believer in the reality of some 
kind of uniformity, nevertfaeleas. 

* In P. Geyl; A. J. Toynbee; P. A. Sorokin: The Pattern of the Past: Can We Deter¬ 
mine Itf, p. 8^ 

* A L. Kroeber: The Nature of Culture, p. 79. 

« K. W. Deutsch in miotophy of Sdenu, vu. 18, No. 3 (July, 1951). p. 

* Ibid., p. 231. 

* W. H. Coates: 'Relsti^'ism and the Use of Hypothesis in History’ in The Journal of 

Modem Histery, vol. xxi, No. x (March, 1949). Cp. the pass^e quoted from Hales on 
p. 26. C. Trinkaus seems inclined to thixik that I am an exeeptioa to Coates’s rule. Inmy 
work, be finds, ‘a purely negative critical method vras pursued that had as its result a 
theory of die universal incomprehensibility of the past, and hence of its eternal same¬ 
ness’ (Seienee and Society, vol. xii, No. t (1948), p. 221). Yet Trinkaus debits me with 
having a ’theory’ of a aort. f P. A Hayek, op. cit., p. 69. 

* }C R. Popper: The Poverty (f Historidsm, p. 150. 

* Ibid., p. 152. ** M. C. Swabey: The Judgment of History, p. 105. 
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in the background unaccredited and unannounced, while operating to 
control the narrative.’* 

The truth is that ‘no description of any individual object or event can 
dispense with predicates or abstract repeatable traits’,* and that there¬ 
fore ‘no statement about the past can avoid some element of generality*. 

‘If... there is genuine novelty in the Universe and if events occur diat 
have never occurred before, history must be an incomplete explanation of 
the present. In order to learn from the past there must be recurrences and 
similarities both throughout the past and between it and the present. 
There are enough recurrences and similarities to enable history to give us 
some account of the past and some explanation of the present. Thus our 
choices are at least partially illuminated and enlightened.’^ 

Change, novelty, and creation in human a^rs are manifestations of 
the element of uniqueness in them, and one of the most cherished aims of 
historians is to catch creation, novels, and change in their mental grasp; 
but they have to employ an instrument of thought which can analyse 
and classify points of likeness, but cannot cope with elements in pheno¬ 
mena that display no relation with any others. In seeking to apprehend 
what is unique, historians are, in fact, trying to swim against the current 
of the operational movement of the intellect.* The gallantry of this 
endeavour deserves our sympathy, and its romance does not convict it of 
being a forlorn hope. 

‘Historical events and conditions are often unique simply in being 
different from others with which it would be natural to groi^ them under 
a classification term—and different in ways which interest historians when 
they come to give their explanations. ... It is thus misleading to say 
without qualification that the historian’s use of classificatory words sup¬ 
ports the thesis that, if historical events are to be explicable, they must be 
recurring phenomena.’* 

If this is true, it is good news; for, if the historian’s goal is an attain¬ 
able one, this opens up a prospect of extending the bounds of human 
knowledge and understanding, by an intellectual tour de foru, in a 
field that cannot be conquered by the straightforward scientific method 
of using the human mind’s classificatory method of operation for 
classificatory purposes. It has been claimed that, at any rate since the 
turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, human studies {die 
Geistenoissenschaften) have liberated themselves from the stickles of 
the natural sciences’ method of thinking.^ Whether this claim is justified 


> Swtbev, op. cit.. p. no. 

a M. R. Cohen: The Meaning of Human History, p. 42; cp. B»gby: 


Cviture and History, 


V* 53* , 

> Cohen, op. ctt., p. 47. 

4 Cohen, op. cit., pp. 289-90. Cp. Btgby, op. av, pp. S 3 -S 4 - , ..... 

» ‘The uniquenese of hUtorical dett j>o«ee t fiindtmental problem for the rustonw. 
Hi* i» to describe end interpret. But to describe sdequstely he mutt necetesnly 
understand what he wants to describe, and he cannot understand that wbicb he cannot 
truly describe’ (W. Altree in Toynbee and Hislary, p. *43). 

4 W. Dray; Lasos and Explanation in History, pp. 47 and ^ . . 

» E. F. J. Zahn: Toynbee said das Problem der i^ehickte. p. 6. Cp. Erdmann in the 
passage quoted on p. i6. 
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or not, for practical purposes there is everything to be said in favour 
of actine as if it were. As Kroeber has wisely ot^rved,* the historical 
approach and the scientific approach are both alike applicable to any 
kind of phenomena in principle. And our human intellectual equipment 
is not so lavish that we can allow ourselves the luxury of forgoing any 
possibly efficacious method of using it. ‘For the understanding of any 
concrete phenomenon, be it in nature or in society, both kinds of know¬ 
ledge ... the historical and the theoretical... are equally required... .* 
Theoretical and historical work are . . . lomcally distinct but comple¬ 
mentary activities.’^ The historical-minded student of human affairs 
and his sdentific-minded confrere are really indispensable to each other 
as partners in their arduous common undertaking. Sir Maurice Powicke* 
has counselled his fellow historians to face 'the discomfort of the historic 
generalisation’. This is surely good advice; and conversely the scientific- 
minded student of human affairs should advised to face the discom¬ 
fort of the quest for what is unique.’ 

3. THE mind’s quest FOR EXPLANATION 

If it is agreed that historians, as well as scientists, are bound to 
make gener^izations—even though this may not be the historians' aim— 
because making them is of the essence of thinking, whatever maybe the 
object of our bought, the next question that presents itself is: How, 
in fact, are generalizations made? Dilthey is quoted^ as saying that 

‘part of the method of those studies that are concerned with human affairs 
is to maintain a constant reciprocal action between experience and con¬ 
cept. In these studies, the consciousness should not entertain any concept 
that has not arisen i^m an exhaustive historical resuscitation of past 
experience. It should accept no generalisation that is not an expression of 
the inwardness of some historical reality.’ 

This is a statement of an ideal but not a prescription for achieving it. 
So I vdll start ad hominem by declaring, as accurately and candidly as I 
can, the process by which I believe that I myself have arrived at the 
numerous generalizations that 1 have made about human affairs. 
Usually, I tlunk, the process has started by my noticing some striking and 
interesting apparent resemblance between two or more events, situa¬ 
tions, institutions, or other phenomena. These now present themselves 
as instances of the generalization that has been made on the strength of 
them. The next step is to survey as wide a range as possible of other 
cases that seem likely to be relevant The purpose of this survey is to 

I A. L. Kioeber: Tht Netm of Cvlturt, p. xot. 

* Hayek, op. cit., p. 66. * Ibid., p. 71. 

* F. M.Powicke:‘Mter Fifty Yean’ (latjanu^, 1944), in Modem HutoruMioMtA* 
Study of History (London 1955, Odhams Press). sentence here quoted will be found 
on p. at*. 

t C. B. Joynt cMnmenta, in a letter of i4tb August, 1959: ‘The "unique’ school is on 
the same footing as the “law" school ot t/w/«>«/</ The question as to which 

de*»ibes situations more adequately is an empincal question. Until we know more 
about human culture and behavior, the former will be able to score easy debating 
triumphs. Thofutura lias toith thost who raaliie thatwu do not hava to choou hettcaan thasa 
tteo approaehas. Th^ are not and cannot ba mutualfy axebaivaJ 

* In a paper by Otto H6ver, of which he sent me a copy in typescript. 
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ascertain whether this widening of the field of evidence bears out or 
conflicts with the generalization drawn from the original instances. This 
account of my own procedure and experience agrees, as far as I can see, 
with a description of the nature of historical research that has been 
cited in a report by the American Social Science Research Coundrs 
committee on historiography: 

‘Historical Research consists essentially in application of empirically 
derived hypothetical generalisations and in testing the closeness of the 
resulting fit, in the hope that in this way certain unifonruties, certain 
typical situations, and certain typical relationships among individual 
factors in these situations can be ascertained.’* 

If there is any truth in these two virtually identical accounts of the 
process of generalization,* it would appear that the detection of con* 
nexions is what makes generalizauons possible.* But how do we detect 
them? ‘By what right do we ever generalise from our experience? And 
how can we tell when we have a right to do so It is easy to tell when 
we have not a right. ‘An empirical generalisation is at once overthrown 
by a contradictory instance.’* One is enough.^ One instance will dis¬ 
prove a proposition. On the other hand, no finite ntimber of instances 
will prove it. 

It is obvious that there is no logical cogency in an enumeration of 
affirmative instances that is not, and does not profess to be, complete.* 
Most, if not all, of my own numerous surveys of historical phenomena, 
made with a view to ascertaining whether some hypothetical generaliza¬ 
tion of mine will or will not hold water, have been incomplete—or, as 
logicians call them, ‘simple’—enumerations; and it has been correctly 
pointed out by many critics that such incomplete surveys are not 
demonstrative, even if they have brought no contradictory instances to 
light.* It is also true, though this is perhaps not so obvious to laymen, 
such as me, at first sight, that there would be no logical cogency in a 
complete enumeration either. ‘Induction by complete enumeration, if 
the conclusion be imderstood as a genuinely universal judgement, and 
not as an enumerative judgement about all of a limited number of things, 
has the character of induction by simple enumeration.’* Conclusions 
based on complete enumeration ‘would not be universal truths at all in 

* Affiericftn Social Science Reaenrch Council’a Committee on Hiatoriofiapby'a Re* 

r ort (1954). p. 156, quoting A. Geiachenitroo; ‘Economic Backwardness in Hittoncal 
erapecove% tn Tkt Pr^tu of Undtv^opod Artas, cd. by B. A. Hoadits (Chicago 1952, 
Univeraity of Chicago Presa), pp. 3^4. 

* Theproceaa ia diacuaaed nirther on pp. 41-4^, xsd-66, 243-d. 
s See H. W. B. Joaeph: An Introduction to logic, and ed., p. 427. 

♦ Ibid., p. 400. • IbUL, p. 531. 

* R. B. Braithwaite: Scientific Explanation, p. 14. 

t Joseph, op. cit.. p. 302, footxwte 1. The discovery of instances which eoonnn a 
theory meant very little if we have not tried, and failed, to discover refutationa. For, if 
we are uncritical, we ahall always Snd what we want: we ahall look for, and find, con* 
firmationa, and we ahall look away from, and not aee, whatever might be dangerous to 
our pet theories. In this way it is only too easy to obtain what appears to be overwhelm* 
ing evidence in favour of a theory which, if approached cridcaUy, would have been 
r^ted’ (K. R. Popper: Tkt Poverty of Historicum, p. 134). . . . /. 

> 'His laws are not universally true, and his proofs of them tut convincing (A. 
Hourani in The DiMin Rtviete, vol. 229, No. 470 (December, X 9 SS)p P- 3 ®*)’ 

9 Joaeph, op. cit., p. 530. 
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the proper sense, but only truths about the whole of a limited number of 
particular facts'.’ If complete enumeration of instances is held, as it was 
held by Aristotle, to be the only possible way of establishing general 
propositions, then ‘we can never prove anything by reasoning until we 
already know it by direct e:iq>erience’.* Auiyway, there cannot be ex¬ 
haustive enumeration where the units constituting the instances are 
individuals (individual things or persons or events or situations or 
institutions), not sub-classes of some class of individuals.’ All generaliza¬ 
tions have the same status, whether their subject is human affairs or is 
physical nature. ‘AU scientific hypotheses will be taken to be generalisa¬ 
tions with unlimited numbers of instances.’* And, when the instances 
with which we are dealing are of a kind in which the number is apt to 
increase with the passage of time, we have to reckon, all the time, with 
an unknown future. 

‘It is a historic fact that the inductive policies of good scientific repute 
are effective-in-the-past policies f it is a general hypothesis that they are 
effective as well as being effective in the past.'* 

This distinction is one of capital importance in any £eld of investigation 
—and therefore, among others, in the field in which the phenomena 
with which we are concerned are htiman aihiirs. I myself have never 
believed, and never contended, that the regularities, miiformities, and 
recurrences that, in my belief, are discernible in our record of the course 
of human affairs up to date are botmd also to recur in the future. The 
most that I would inJfer from their past occurrence is that they may 
recur; we cannot, I believe, infer from it that they must. We must bear 
in mind all the time the possibility that 

*sn inductive policy . .. may fail in the future, either by its past successes 
turning out to be f^ures after all or by its failing to have future successes.’* 

These considerations bring out the limitations of the scientific 
method, in whatever field it may be applied, as a strategy for trying to 
arrive at the truth about Reality. 

The imperfection attaching to the conclusions of inductive science— 
conclusions which are said to be reached by ‘imperfect induction'— 
springs from the defective analysis of the instances cited, not from the 
failure to cite every instance; and it is a mistake to suppose that “perfect 
induction", if it could be employed—as it is acknowledged it cannot— 
woizld remove the defect of certainty attaching to science generalisations. 
For science seeks after the necessary and the universal, not aRer the 
merely exceptionless.'^ 

Joseph goes on to point out two of the weaknesses of scientific 
explanation: 

< }o«eph, op. dt., p. S 04 < * Ibi<L, p. 381. » Ibid., p. 384. 

* Brttthwaite, op. dt., p. 14. s Ibid., p. a68. 

» Ibid., p. a68. 

f Jo$eptC op. dt, p. 504. Philocopken of a different acbool might here comment that, 
if aciencc doca seek after the neccasary and the univeiMl, h ia in queat of aomething that 
it unattainable. 
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Tt often starts with principles or truths or laws which are neither 
accounted for nor in themselves self-evident,* but only warranted by the 
succe^ with which they account for the facts of our experience; and these 
principles are not absolutely and irrefiagably proved, as long as any others 
which might equally well account for ^e facts are conceivable.’* 

Accordi^ly, while conceding that ‘it would be foolish to let these 
considerations engage us in a general and indiscriminate distrust of 
scientific principles’, Joseph concludes that ‘it must be allowed that the 
scientific account of Reality cannot be the ultimate truth’.* Braithwaite 
likewise finds that ‘ “the quest for certainty” is, in the case of empirical 
knowledge, a snare and a delusion’‘A scientific “law” merely states 
probabilities.’* 

The truth seems to be that ‘the empirical evidence of its instances 
never proves the hypothesis ... in the sense that the hypothesis is a 
logical consequence of the eviden<^.^ ... Induction mtist be considered, 
not primarily as induction by simple enumeration, but as the method 
by which we establish hypotheses within scientific systems.’’ 

‘The use of . . . particulars is, not to serve as the proof of a principle, 
but to reveal it. . . . They arc the means used because some count^le 
material is necessary in order to realise the general truth; but the general 
truth is not accepted simply because it is confirmed empirically by every 
instance.’* 

‘The reasoning which infers general truths from the analysis of a 
limited number of particulars does not rely on enumeration and is not an 
operation of the same kind as that which proceeds by complete enumera¬ 
tion. . . . [What it relies on is] an attempt to establish coimexions of a 
causal character by analysts and elimination.’* 


The ‘apprehension of the necessary relation between ... two terms, 
which our familiarity with particulars makes possible,... is the work of 
the intellect’.But the torch that the intellect has snatched out of the 
senses’ incompetent hands is snatched away, in turn, by another faculty 
of the psyche. In the act of establishing general propositions, ‘an in¬ 
communicable intuition takes the place of any process of reasoning'.” 
‘The induction is now a psychological rather than a logical process.’” 

Under the guidance of practised logicians w’e have cursorily examined 
the nature of inductive reasoning and have noted the formidable diffi¬ 
culties which it encounters in its attempts to arrive at cogent demon¬ 
strations. On our way we have now caught a glimpse of the possibility 


* "The first or fundjunenul priAcipIes of science are themselves insusceptible of 
scientific explanation, and they usually also do not appear to be self.eTident' (Joseph, 
qp. cit., p. 503). ‘We give reasons if we can, and turn to empirical lawa if we mutt’ 
(W. Dray: Um and ^planation m Hiftory, p. 138). C. B. Joynt points put, in a letter 
of 14th August, 1959, that to demand demonstrations of initial assumptions would in¬ 
volve an inquirer in an infinite r^ess. In a letter of i6th September, 1959. he 

the point that ‘the laws of physics or of history must be iireducibiycontinRent logically. 
» Joseph, op. cit., p. 505. * Ibid., p. 505. 

* Braithwaite, op. cit., p. 163. 

> Social Science Research Council’s Committee on Historiography a Report (Z9S4)> 
p. 89. * Braithwaite, op. cit., p. 14. ’ Ibid., p. it. 

* Joseph, op. cit, p. 383. .. « * H*’ ^2*' 

to Ibid, p. 385. Cp. p. 391. '* Ibid., p. 385. ** Ibid., p. 384. 
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that proof, even of the uncontestcdly cogent kind which it has been 
claimed that deductive reasoning produces,* may not, after all, be the 
human mind’s main objective. The goal of human thought may turn 
out to be, not proof for its own sake, but explanation. ‘A scientific 
problem, as a rule, arises from the need for an explanation’;* and, in 
the study of human affairs, ‘the scientific function involves not only 
identifying and describing temporal sequences; it also involves ex¬ 
plaining them’.^ *Some explanation, implied or stated, is firmly planted 
in every history* ,♦ for example. And the search for explanation is a 
quest for intelligibility. 

‘All thinking is an attempt to make experience more intelligible, and, so 
far as it is not intelligible, we assume our accotint of it to be untrue. It is 
for this reason that we are always recasting in thought the account of what 
appears in our experience.’* 

When we are confronted with something that we do not understand, we 
try to make it intelligible to oxirselvcs by tracing a connexion between 
it and somethii^^ else that we believe we understand better.^ Explana¬ 
tion is essentially an act or process of reference.^ 

One step towards explaining a phenomenon is to find its context. 
‘Research into meaning cannot be free from synthesis, for only by 
putting anything into a wider context can its meaning be seen.’® A fact 
cannot be established or made intelligible unless it is related to other 
facts or is part of a larger system.* 

If I may venture to illustrate this point from my own work, I should 
say that volumes i-x of A Study of History hinge on two attempts to 
find ‘an intelligible field of study’ as a framework for a narrower field 
that I had found unintelligible when taken by itself without looking 
beyond its limits. The starting-point of the inquiry was a search for a 
more or less self-contained fidd of historical study of which the con¬ 
temporary Western historians’ customary national units of study would 
turn out to be parts. I had felt these national units to be unsatisfactory 

* A« Jo«^h sees tt, inductive ressoning differs from demonstration in not msking 
eonnexioDs intelligible (Joseph, op. cit., pp. 398-9). But he holds thst s genersl proposi¬ 
tion esn be estabUshed tither by ‘insight into the necessity connecting the terms of the 
system of nature’ or by ‘sppetl to particular hexa' (ibid., p. 399); ao, on his view, 
deductive end inductive reasoning are different without being eontr^ (ibid., pp. 396-7). 
The difference itself ceases to be clear-cut if even raachematkal axioms (e.g. Euclid's) 
turn out not, after aU, to be self-evident, as they have traditionally been taken to be. 

> K. R. Popper: flu Povtr^ rfHistorifim, p. laa. 

) Social Science Research Coimdl’s Committee on Historiography’s Report (1954), 

p. 86. 

* E. E. Y. Hales in Hittory Today, May, 1955, p. 313. Cp. the passage quoted from 
Coates on p. ae. 

* Joseph, op. cit., p. 486, footnote t. * Ibid., p. 502. 

7 I^esumamy the act of referring something to something else implies tbat one has 
a better understanding of this other thing. The Israelites explained biston to themselves 
by finding a meaning for it in God's purjMses and in the action taken^ Him for bringmg 
about tb^ fulfilment (R. L Shinn: and the Problem of Butory, p. 33). 'This 

was perhaps, as is claimed by L. C. Steochini (in Midttream. Autumn, 1950, pp. ^-91), 
the earliest of any attempts to explain history that have Men made anywhere. In a 
ratiooalist's eyes it is an explanadon of obtevrum per obteurius. In a trans-radonalist's 
eyes it is a recognition of the presence of a Reality that is only psrtisUy revealed in the 
phenomena. The usage of the terms ‘rationalist’ and ‘trans-ratioiulist’m this volume is 
explained on p. 72, footnote 3, and on pp. 75-76. 

* ^hen, op. cit., p. 33. 


♦ Ibid. 
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because they seemed to me to be un>self-contained, which would mean 
that they must be fragments of something larger. I found this larger 
unit of study in a species of society that I labelled a ‘dviliaation’. 
Civilizations proved, so it seemed to me, to be intelligible units of study 
so long as I was studying their geneses, growths, and breakdowns; but 
when I came to study their disintegrations I found that, at this stage, 
their histories—like those of the national subdivisions of the modem 
Western World—were no longer intelligible in isolation. A disintegrat¬ 
ing civilization was apt to enter into intimate relations with one or more 
other representatives of its species; and these encounters between 
civilizations gave birth to societies of another species: higher religions. 
At the beginning of the inquiry I had tried to explain the higher religions, 
like the nationd and other varieties of parochial states, in terms of 
civilizations. The last stage of my survey of the history of civilizations 
convinced me that this way of looking at the higher religions did not, 
after all, give anything like an adequate explanation of them. 

It was true that the higher religions had served as 'chrysalises* in 
which disintegrating civilizations had undergone a metamorphosis and 
from which new civilizations of a younger generation had emerged. 
It was also true that this had been the higher religions’ role in the his¬ 
tories of civilizations. But, in the histories of the higher religions them¬ 
selves, this role turned out to have been not only an incidental one but 
actually an untoward accident in the sense that it had been apt to divert 
them from their proper task of carryii^ out their own missions. If 1 was 
to continue to pursue my search for some intelligible held of study that 
would provide an adequate context, and therefore a satisfactory explana¬ 
tion, for units of other species than nations and of other magnitudes— 
for instance, an explanation of civilizations—I now had to ask myself 
whether I ought not to reverse my previous plan of operations. If one 
species of society w-as to be explained in terms of another, ought not the 
civilizations of the first and second generations to be explained as pre¬ 
liminaries to the rise of the higher religions ? These second thoughts 
about the identification of ‘the intelligible field’ of historical study, to 
which I had been led in the course of my inquiry, gave me a new point 
of departure; and the change of outlook, demanded by the necessity 
for a change of explanation, w-as a radical one. Christopher Dawson is 
right in defining it as a change from a cyclical system to a progressive 
system.* It was indeed so radical that many critics have been struck by it 
and some of them have suggested that, at this point, I ought to have 
wound up my original comparative study of civilizations and to have 
started a new inquiry into the meaning of human history in terms of 
religion.* 

• Chr. D»w»on in Toynbet and History, p. 131. K. W. Thompson, ibid., pp. ao7-i», 
traces lay change of standpoint in greater detail. See also W. H. McNeil) in ThoJnUnt of 
Toynbu’t History: A Cooperatwo Appraisal. GctI sees it (in ToynbuostdHistory, p. 360), 
*the new system springs naturally from' the old one. , 

s See, for example, Hourani, in loc. cit., pp. 387-d and 3^—5; A. G. Bauer m Qtuttt s 

? varurfy, vol. bui, No. 1 (Spring, 1955). PP- *00-10; E. Voegelin in Ths hunt of 
oynJmU History: A Cooperativo Appraisal-, K. D. Erdmann in Arekw JOr Ktutur- 
goschi^ts, nxiit. Band, Heft a(i95*h PP* **8, 134-8, 241, and 147; H. W^er m 
Dovtscht Vurteifakrsuhrifi fOr Ldttratwnnsstmche^t ima G«isitsgtiehichte, 39. Jahrgaog, 
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In explaining something in terms of its context one is explaining it in 
terms of another thing that is more intelligible in virtue of its larger 
scale, but not necessarily in virtue of being of a different and intrinsi¬ 
cally more intelligible nature. An explanation of this second type is 
evidently more illuminating. *To explain a law is to eschibit an established 
set of hypotheses from which the law follows.'* 

In this more illuminating t}'pe of explanation there are any number of 
possible gradations of achievement. At the bottom of ^e scale of 
intelligibility are those generalizations that rest merely on induction. 
‘From an empiricist point of view, all explanations of actual events or 
features of experience take the form of showing that what is to be 
explained is, in itself or with some of its attendant circumstances, an 
example of a regularly recurrent pattern of events or aspects of events.’* 
But 'inductive conclusions are never seen to be intrinsically necessary, 
but only to be unavoidable’.* Accordingly, they 'present... a blank w^ 
to our intelligence’.* However, ‘having explained some event or feature 
of an event as an instance of some recurrent regularity, it is always 
legitimate to go on and ask for an explanation of that regularity’ and 
one may succeed in explaining it in terms of another regularity that is 
wider in its range or more lucid in its degree of intelligibility or has both 
these explanatory features.* 'Complete explanation would only come if 
the law which the facts had forced us to recognise should, when con¬ 
sidered, appear self-evident.’^ This ideal is most nearly approached in 
mathematical propositions. In these the necessity of the relations has 
been held to be transparent,^ and, even if this view of them is contested, 
it will probably be agreed that they stand at the top of the scale of 
intelligibility. Most of my own explanations of historical phenomena 
are of the comparatively opaque inductive kind. 'An historioJ pattern 
has been shown, but not a logical cause.’^ 

Mathematical relations are apparently transparent because mathe¬ 
matical entities are not phenomena but abstractions. Abstractions can 
be made simple and precise in the degree in which they eliminate the 

zxxx. Band (Stuttgart 195 S> Metzler), R. Parc* in THm EngUjh Hittorieal Rgview, 

▼ol. Izxi. No. a79 (April, 1956), p. 3^; O. r. Anderle, uapublish^ psper; L. Mumford 
in Diogtntt, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), p. xx; Rabbi J. B. Agu* in Jvdaum, vol. 4, No. 4 
fFall, X 95 s)i pp. 330and 33x; M. Savellotn Th* Pac^HistcricalReouto, vol. No. x 

(February, X956), pp. SS~^\ A. N. Holcombe in Th* Americm PoUtiecl Seitnee Remete, 
Tol xlix, No. 4 (DeMmbtf, 1955), pp. 1x51-4; T. A. Sumberg in Social Research, 
vol. X4. No. 3 (September, t 947 h PP- R- LSwith: Meaning in Ffutory, pp. X3- 

17; G. ia w Historitehe Zeitschrift, Bend X77 (i 954 ), pp- R. V. Chase in 

The Partisan Retneto (Winter, X 9 ^}; P- S>: B. D. Wolfe in The American Mercury, 
No. 64 (t947X pp. Weil in Toynbee and History, pp. 385-6: and Andcrle, 

conunenting on weil, in op. cit. See further p. 94, footnote x, p. xoo, footnote 3, and 
Chapter II, Annex, pp. 649-51. 

1 Braithwaite. op. cit., P* 343 * 

> P. Bagby: Cvitwre ana History, p. 130. To explain with the aid of a theory w to do 
indirectly what the historian perhaps painstakingly and piecemeal . . . does dhwnly: 
reduce what is puxzling to wnat is not' (W. Dray: Laws and Explanation in History, 
p. 8x). J Joeeph, op. cit., pp. 551-3. 

♦ Ibid., p. 437. s Bagby, op. cit., p. 133. 

* e.g. Newton s laws, which were once believed to be all-inclusive, are now seen to be 
included in the theory of relativity. 

» Josmh. op. cit, p. 417. • Ibid., p. 547. 

• J. K. Feiblemaa: Toynbee’s Theory of Histor^ in Tim Hsia Monthly, vol. xi, 
Nos. I and 2 (1940), p. 141. Cp. p. x6. Cp. also W. Dray, op. cit, pp. 61, 69, 97. 
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unique <^ence of Reality. In mathematical abstractions this process of 
elimination is carried to extremes. By comparison with mathematical 
abstractions, phenomena, even those of the non-human kind, are com¬ 
plex and elusive. Human phenomena are more complex and elusive still. 
Bagby observes* that, in Ae comparative study of dviliaations, ‘qualita¬ 
tive rather than quantitative considerations play a primary role’. Ad 
horrnnem, it is not surprising that J. K. Feibleman is struck by 'the low 
abstractive level’ of my work in earlier volumes of the present book. 
‘The result’, he pronounces, ‘is not the highly abstractive logical and 
quantitative structure which it ought to be, but something still qualita¬ 
tive and indeed almost literary in its approach.’* I do not question 
Feibleman’s report, but I do demur to his requirement. What he is 
demanding is, I believe, a counsel of perfection for a student of human 
a^rs. In attempts to explain human affairs, complete trai^parency is 
most unlikely to be attainable. I agree with another philosopher’s dictum 
that we shoidd be underestimating the limitations of finite human minds 
if we were to claim that our minds can find the whole of human history 
intelligible, even if we help ourselves out by trying to explain history in 
terms of God’s sovereignty, instead of confining our horizon to the 
field of human action.* 

4. THE RELATIVITY OF EXPLANATION TO OUTLOOK 

It will be seen that the objective of both ‘explanation’ and ‘demon¬ 
stration’ is intellectual satisfaction, and that the achievement of this is 
the warrant that the objective has been attained. In this sense ‘demon¬ 
stration’, as well as ‘explanation’, is a subjective experience. On the 
other hand, ‘demonstration’, in contrast to non-demonstrative ‘explana¬ 
tion’, is objective in the sense that we do not regard a demonstration as 
being valid and authentic unless an identical intellectual satis&ction is 
found to be experienced by all minds that have followed out the parti¬ 
cular train of reasoning in question,^ whereas an explanation may give 
different degrees of intellectual satisfaction to different minds and may, 
indeed, give full satisfaction to some minds while giving none at all to 
others, so that ‘explanation’ is not only subjective but is also relative.* 

■ In op. ciL. p. i6a. 

> 1 . K. Feiblenun In T^itn Htia Monthly, vol. xi, Koa. z and a (r 04 <^ P- ao. 

3 R. L. Shinn: Christianity and ths ProaUm ojHistory, p. 45. Cp. C. B. Joynt in The 
Australasian youmal of Philosophy, vel. 34, No. 3 (December, 1956), pp. 

* ‘Sciendne proof u public, not private’ (J. Needham: Seisnu CwtUxation in 
China, v^. ii (Cambrige 1956, Univeiain Preaa^, p. 515). ‘The burden of demonstrating 
the significance of the pattern be has selected u on the historian.. . . Empirical hypo¬ 
theses arc not private visions but public assertions’ (C. B. Joynt in Th* Australian 
Joumstl of ^ulosophy, vol. 34, No. 3 (December, 1956), p. 202). In a letter of 14th 
August, 1959, Joynt points out thit the meteorolonst’s ana the shaman’s explanations 
of a thun^ntorm, cited below, differ in the point that the meteorologist's explanstion is 
testable, whereas tl^ shaman's is not. Even, however, if the meteorologist’t explanation 
passes all tests available at the moment to the sads^etton of all minds that have followed 
this train of reasoning, its validity is sdll no more t)^ provisional, as we have seen. 

s W. Dny insists on this point that explanadon is not equivalent to prediedon sod 
vcrificadon (Lotos and Explanation in History, p. 59). K. R. Popper appears to be msldng 
the same point when he says, with reference to the historitnt* approach to the study of 
human affairs, that 'there a nececsaiily a plurality of interpretations, which are funda¬ 
mentally on the same level of both suggesdveness and aroitrariness’ Povorty of 
Historieism, p. 151). In Popper's terminolon, however, 'interpretation and ‘explana- 
tion’ are not synimymous, and the word '«planadon’ seems to be used (see ibid.. 
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This point is illustrated by the plurality of satisfying explanations of 
a thunderstorm. Minds educated to adopt the intellectual outlook that 
is customary in the present-day Western World will accept the explana¬ 
tion in terms of the regular and predictable working of inanimate 
physical forces—temperature, barometrical pressure, electricity, and so 
on—that is offered in a meteorological ob^rvatory’s report. Perhaps 
only one layman in a thousand re^y understands the meaning of an 
explanation of this scientific kind; but the other nine hundred and 
ninety-nine accept it with little less confidence by taking it on faith. 
People living in a society with a non-scientific outlook will likewise take 
on faith the explanation of the same thunderstorm that is given to them 
by authorities who arc the experts in their eyes. They will take it from 
these interpreters of the phenomenon that the thunderstorm is pro¬ 
duced by the capricious and unpredictable whim of a god riding on the 
clouds, and that the ‘thunderbolt’ is this god’s physical weapon with 
which he visits his anger on mankind. The meteorologist’s explanation 
would seem not merely unilluminating but incredible to the shaman’s 
clientele, just as the shaman’s explanation would seem not merely 
incredible but ridiculous to the meteorologist’s public. Here we see t^^’o 
incompatible explanations of the same phenomenon respectively giving 
intellectual satisfaction to two sets of human beings that share our 
common human nature but happen to have been brought up in two 
different cultural milieux. 

It will be noticed that the relativity of intellectual satisfaction to the 
cultural milieu of the inquiring mind is something inherent in the human 
situation common to all men, and that this common mental limitation 
cannot be overcome by any increase in intellectual sophistication, how¬ 
ever great. 

‘Even the physical sciences start with some assumptions concerning the 
nature of things.< Still more does any treatment of history. Empirical 
operations in history are always limited by the intellectual presuppositions 
of the author, and there is no escape from this rule.’> 

5. THE EXPLANATORY USE OF ANALOGY 

The relativity of the value of an explanation, in terms of giving or not 
giving intellecnial satisfaction to different publics, or, for that matter, 
to different minds in one and the same cultural milieu, is also illustrated 
by differences of opinion about the explanatory value of the use of 
analogy. 

Analogy, like all other kinds of attempts at explanation, is an inter¬ 
pretation of something that seems comparatively obscure in terms of 

pp. 122-3) to mean fomething more cogwt than 'inte^retadon*. In Popper’* view ‘the 
use of a theoiy for pr0dict*fig some specific event is just another aspeet of its use for 
ticplahtaig such an event* (ibid., p. im) and ‘there is no great difference between ex¬ 
planation, predktioe, and testi^’ (ibia.,_p. 133). I am using the word ‘explanation* to 
mean what Popper means by ‘interpretation’. 

> Cp. Joseph, quoted on pp. 24-25. C.B.Jornt, in a letter of rath August, 1959, points 
out that presupposidofu, assumpdons, and hypotbeaea are, all alike, provisional, ex¬ 
pendable, and replaceable. 

* C.A. Beardin vol.xl, No. x(January, 1935), p. 309. 
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something else that seems comparatively transparent Joseph brackets 
analogy with ‘simple enumeration’. 'Both point to a general principle 
which, if it were true, w'ould account for the facts from which we infer 
it’* ‘Neither’, he continues, ‘prove its truth.’ But nevertheless he en¬ 
dorses a dictum of J. S. Mill’s that ‘there is no analogy, however faint, 
which may not be of the utmost value in suggesting experiments or 
observations that may lead to more positive conclusions’.* 

The weakness of analogy as a method of thought seems to lie, not in 
the nature of the method itself, but in the nature of most of the pheno¬ 
mena to which it is applied. In mathematics the argument from analogy 
is accepted as beii^ valid.* Indeed, ‘the most fruitful developments of 
modern mathematics can almost all be analysed into the application of 
old ideas to new fields’.^ This is because the entities with which mathe¬ 
matical thought operates are simple and precise abstractions, and the 
use of analogy in the sense of finding ‘proportion’ between different sets 
of such entities cannot lead the user intellectually astray. The possibility 
of error arises when the entities between which he is drawing an analogy 
are not mathematical abstractions but are observed phenomena. Two or 
more phenomena may have facets which genuinely correspond with each 
other and between which analogies can therefore properly be drawn. Here 
we may fall into error by failing to abstract the genuinely corresponding 
features precisely,* or by making the unwarrantable assumption that an 
analogy which holds good just for these facets is also appUcable to the 
phenomena in their entirety; for this means treating the non-comparable 
facets of these phenomena as if they too were comparable, when they 
are not. 

A case in point is the kind of explanation of non-human phenomena 
of which my imaginary shaman’s explanation is one example. Human 
beings find themselves buffeted by forces, some of which are exerted 
by their fellow human beings and others by non-human phenomena. 
Since the exertion of force is a common activity of both kinds of agency, 
and since, of the two, the human kind is the more familiar, and therefore 
seems the more transparently intelligible to human minds that have not 
been initiated into the science of psychology, people living in a non- 
scientific-minded cultural milieu explain the action of a thunderstorm, 
torrent, or bull in terms of the action of a strong and angry man. Their 
error, of course, lies in their uncritical assumption that all the external 
forces that they encounter are forces of one single kind, obeying one 
single set of laws, and that these universal laws of rorce are identical with 
the particular laws with which they are most familiar, namely the laws 
of the behaviour of human beings of like passions with themselves. 

From the standpoint of those of us who have been brought up in a 
scientific-minded cultural milieu, this reading of human beluviour into 
the action of inanima te nature, and even the reading of it into the action 
of creatures that are alive but are not human, is an unwarranted use of 

I To»eph, Op. dt., p. 540. Cp. p. 541. 

> J. S. Mill: Sj/tunt if Logie, III. xx. 3 med. 

> Joseph, op. dt., p. 533. 

« Cob^ op. dti, p. 349. 

» Joseph, op. dt., p. S 3 *- 
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analogy that makes nonsense of these phenomena.* We have labelled 
this error ‘the pathetic fallacy’ and the practice of it ‘mythology’. But 
if we maintain that mythology is an erroneous use of analogy to which 
non>scientific>minded people are prone, w*e must also admit that there is 
an inverse error—let us call it ‘the apathetic fallacy’,> and call the prac- 
tice of it ‘counter-mycology’—which consists in interpreting human 
conduct in terms of Ce action of non-human animals and of inanimate 
nature. 

This is an error into which we are prone to fall in our modern 
Western World. We have been dazzled by the successes of our men of 
science in explaining phenomena to us and in justifyii^ their explana¬ 
tions by successfully bringing the phenomena under human control as 
a result of liandling them on the assumption that the explanations 
correspond to the realities. The earliest successes of our modem Western 
scientists in finding explanations that proved to be keys to establishing 
control were in the field of inanimate nature. They then extended their 
operations to the study of the material structure and working of living 
or^i^sms. Finally they have applied their method to the study of the 
spiritual constitution and conduct of human beings—the study of 
human affairs, as I have called it in this book. As a result of this course 
that the development of modern Western science has taken, the most 
familiar kind of phenomenon for a modem Western scientist is the 
inanimate kind. It is this kind that he has succeeded in explaining to 
himself the earliest, and also the most to his own satisfaction. It is there¬ 
fore natural that, when he ventures into the, to him, comparatively un¬ 
familiar field of human affairs, the scientist, like the shaman, and indeed 
like any other human being, should try to illuminate what is less familiar 
to him by putting it in terms of something that he feels he understands 
better. He is tempted to use hb physiological, biological, chemical, 
physical, and mechanical terminologies for interpreting social and 
cultural phenomena, and this misuse of analogy is no less misleading 
than the shaman’s. The obscurity of human affairs is intensified, instead 
of being clarified, when they are described in non-human terms— 
however familiar these terms may be and however well they may have 
served their users when they have been applied in their own proj>er 
contexts.^ 

< K. W. Deutsch in Settw, vol. i8, No. 3 QuN, 1951). pp. 230-52, 

K tfttt out on p. 231 thst the use of • human society as a nK>«l ror non-human nature 
ds to the practice of mamc. 

2 See the present book, 1. 7-8 and 271. 

2 The classic example—^ting from long before the rise of modem Weetera science— 
of an analogy applied to human ai&in fiom a different level of phenomena is the de- 
scriptioo end explanation of society in terms of physiolo^. I myself believe that this 
penicular analogy is who^ misleading (see pp. 268^ and 272-2). In a letter to me of 
8tb January, 1936, P. J. Teggart writes: 'Ow of our habits of thought—and it is part 
and parcel of our inteUectutl make-up—-is the use of the organic analogy in dealing with 
the problems of culture and society. The use of the anslogy ts as old as the beguuungs of 
European thought; this is not a demerit, but the employment of die analogy meant that 
our outlook 00 the world (of culture) is restricted to one way of looking at thm«.' 

A sharp critique of the apathetic fallacy in the work of one school of recent Western 
historians will be found in M. C. Swat:^: Th$ yudimmt of History, pp. 93-9^ and 
teS-io. ‘Who ever heard... of a mechanism without any coiucioualy invented macl^ery f 
Of selection without purposive choice ? Of warfare without cognisance or intent ? Discredit 
is brought upon history by such wholesale borrowing the blind, inhuman world for 
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Of course the conscientious use of human terms for describing 
human affairs is not, in itself, a safeguard against falling into error 
through a misuse of analogy. For instance, the hypothesis of a primor¬ 
dial ‘social contract’ as an explanation of the origin of human society is 
misleading, in spite of its being an interpretation of a human affair in 
human terms, because it seeks to explain an obscure event in one kind 
of social milieu by reference to an institution that is non-existent in this 
kind of milieu and is to be found only in a different one that happens to 
be more familiar to the inqtiirer. The making of contracts between human 
beings is possible only when these are already in social relations with 
each other and when their society has become well enough established 
and sophisticated enough to have inaugurated the reign of law over 
human relations. To project this rather mature social situation back 
into a pre-social state of affairs as an account of how society came into 
existence is an attempt to explain society’s origin in terms of one of its 
eventual products. This is evidently an erroneous analogy from a social 
state of human afl^rs to a supposed pre-social state of them. It does not 
give the explanation that it purports to give. Yet the error involved in 
this misleading account of the obscure origin of human society in terms 
of a social contract is at any rate far less gross than the error involved in 
the ‘counter-mythological’ attempt to explain the same event by the use 
of terms applicable only to iiunimate nattire, such as ‘gravitation’, 
‘attraction*, ‘fusion*, ‘conglomeration*, ‘crystallization’. 

A classic^ illustration of the ‘counter-mythological’ variation on the 
misuse of analogy is the conjuring up of the pseudo-science of astrology 
through the drawing of an unwarranted analogy between the movements 
of human affairs and those of the heavenly bodies. In Babylonia in the 
eighth century b.c. astronomers made the discover)' that the relative 
positions of the Sun, the Moon, and the five then known planets in 
regard to each other at a particular moment recur regularly at a uniform 
interval of time which the discoverers labelled ‘the Great Year*. This 
mighty manifestation of regularity, uniformity, and recurrence in the 
movements of the stellar cosmos was so impressive and exciting that its 
makers jumped to the conclusion that they had found the key to the 
workings of everything in the Universe. They would not have been far 
wrong if they had been content with concluding that everything—or 
almost everything—was subject, like the heavenly bodies, to some kind 
of ‘law’ in the sense of ‘laws of Nature’: that is, apparent regularities 
that have been revealed by observation, and, so far, have not been 
shown by it to be illusory. This has been the finding of modem Western 
science, and it has been found to hold good not only in the case of non¬ 
human nature but in the case of the sub-conscious element in human 
nature too—if we accept the findings of the newly fledged science of 
psychology. Where the Babylonians went astray was in their further 
assumptions that there was nothing in the Universe that was exempt 
from the rule of ‘the laws of Nature’, and that these laws were all 

the interpretation of human happenings.... How much better, wyseomintm sense, for 
hbtorians to choose their analogues from human life rather than from inhuman, un- 
personal worlds, thus avoiding far-fetched compariaona’ (pp. 109-10). 

B S 8 S 9 C 
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comprised in a single code which governed all kinds of phenomwia alike. 
Actually, it is non-proven that the apparent partial freedom of human 
consciousness, purpose, and will is illusory; and, in so far as hurnan 
nature may be partially subject to ‘laws’, there is no warrant at all for 
assuming that the laws of psychology and the laws of physics are identical 
with ea ch other or even sim^ar to each other, or, short of this, that they 
are geared together in some mechanical way. So far from that, it looks 
as if the realm of ‘laws of Nature’ were articulated into a number of 
different provinces, each with its own provincial code of laws, w that, 
while the whole realm is under the reign of law of some kind, different 
codes of law are valid simultaneously in different areas.* The Babylon!^ 
astronomers who became the fathers of astrology went wrong, not in 
drawing their analogy, but in pressing it to unwarr^ted lengths. 

Notwithstanding these monitory examples of the misuse of analogy, 
it is nevertheless true that a prudently discriminating use of it can be 
fruitful even in perilous fields as well as in the safe field of mathematics. 
One daring and, no doubt, hazardous use of it for the extension of the 
range of thought and language has been justified by its continued and 
cumulative success. As far as we can guess, the original vocabulary of 
human speech must have been limited to a number of^ ejaculations 
supplemented by a few imperatives and even fewer indicatives, and the 
earliest essays in these parts of speech must all have been expressions of 
an experience of those phenomena that are immediate data of the senses. 
In societies which have risen above the primitive cultural level and have 
started on the enterprise of civilization, this original nucleus of Man’s 
vocabulary has been buried under the vast successive additions that 
have been made to it We have built up our vocabulary—and, with it, 
the thoughts that it expresses—^into a huge inverted pyramid, and the 
new materials for this invaluable mental structure have been produced 
by the use of analogy. 

Our ideas of, and our words for, spiritual presences, aettons, and 
experiences are derived from words and ideas denoting material things, 
sensations, and events. Our ideas of, and words for, abstractions are 
derived from concrete objects from which the abstractions have been 
elicited by an inteUectual untx deforce. In thinking and talking a^ut 
what is abstract in terms of what is concrete, and about what is spiritual 
in terms of what is material, we must have bwn drawing an unwarr^ted 
an^ogy and ther^ore must have been exposing ourselves to the risk of 
misrepresenting and mis understanding those dusive spiritual and ab¬ 
stract aspects of Reality that we have represented to ourselves in 
imagery borrowed fiom material and concrete aspects of it that arc 
immeiate data of the senses. This enormous extension of the range of 
human langu^e and thought is, in fact, a product of analogy; yet, 
in this crucially important instance, the resort to analogy seems to have 
justified itself by its results. For example, we successfully make mathe¬ 
matical calculations with mental tools originally fashioned for other 
uses. The very word ‘calculation’ means playing about with pebbles as 
counters. Yet, in making the abstractions required for calculation, we 

> See E. F. J. Zehn: ToyiAee %atd dot Probiem der GathuhU, pp. 9-XI. 
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have not lost touch with Reality, as is witnessed by the effectiveness of 
the application of mathematics in technology and also, far more con¬ 
vincingly, by the impression of self-evident truth that mathematical 
reasoning makes on our minds. 

Cohen points out’ that ‘the number of available analogies is a deter¬ 
mining factor in the growth and progress of science’. 

‘The andent doctrine of atoms led to plausible speculations but became 
a useful scientific idea when the development of mechanics enabled us to 
apply the analogies of billiard balls and statistics to groups of atoms.’* 

Cohen also reminds us that our mental picture of the internal structure 
of an atom is an analogy drawn from our knowledge of the solar system. 
We have constructed our theory of gases on the analogy of capillary 
action. The structure of star clusters has given us a clue for developing 
the electron theory of electricity. We have successfully explored the 
behaviour of electricity by thinking of it in terms of the behaviour of a 
fluid. We have dbcovered some of the physical properties of the planet 
on whose surface we live by thinking of it as if it were a magnet or the 
needle of a compass. Our notion of the independence of the biological 
celt and our theory of genes are analogies from our atomic theory. Our 
notion of the way in which natural selection ‘works* is an analogy from 
our knowledge of the way in which a human breeder of animal livestock 
works.* 

In this last instance we are taking the personal work of a human being 
endowed with a consciousness, a will, and a purpose as a clue for under¬ 
standing the character of ‘work’ of another kind. This other kind of 
‘work’ is, in the modem Western scientist’s view, ex kypothesi something 
impersonal, unconscious, and unpurposive, in opposition to the Jewish- 
Clmstian-Muslim belief in acts of creation by a God conceived of in the 
likeness of an almighty human being. The analogy from a human breeder 
to an impersonal ‘breeding force’ may or may not bring us nearer to the 
truth* than the older analogy from a human breeder to a superhuman 
‘creator’, but this older analogy at least has the advantage of being the 
less far-fetched of the two, and it may be doubted whether the new 
analogy would have been attainable by human minds if they had not 
previously provided themselves with this older and nearer one to serve 
as a stepping-stone for their striding imagination. 

To continue our recital, 

‘The discovery of the circulation of the blood by William Harvey was at 
any rate partly inspired by the known relation of the Sun to the meteoro¬ 
logical water circulation cycle.’* 

But Harvey also partly found his way to his discovery by thinking of the 
heart, arteries, and veins in terms of man-made pumps and valves. And 
other human artefacts have given dues for explaining, not only the 

> CohcD, op. cit., p. 249. . . ^ *. *^*^'» 2 : 

3 All thM examples ot fruitful ezulogi^ >n the Qeld of science are given by Cohen in 
op. cit., p. 350. * For en adverse verdict on it, tee Swabev, op. cit., p. 109. 

3 J. Keedham: SeUiu* and CivUisation in China, vol. ii (Cambridge 1956, Uoiveisicy 
Press), p. 398. 
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physical 'structure’ and ‘working’ of living organisms, but also the ways 
of IVbn and even the ways of God. Analogies Mve been drawn from the 
wheel to explain the revolutions in human af^rs as well as those in the 
movements of the heavenly bodies. The clock has been taken as a model 
not only in astronomy and physiology but also in political science and 
theology. Schiller wrote of ‘the watch-spring of the Universe’. Tom 
Paine called God ‘the first mechanic’. The Pyramids have provided a 
sensuous image of a hierarchical social structure. The potter has served 
as a prototype for a creator god. A pair of scales has become a symbol for 
justice. The weaver’s thread and web have become symbols of Reality 
{WirkUchkeit) itself.* 

At the present moment we can watch the advance of technology once 
a^n giving Man the craftsman a new clue to a better understanding of 
his own psychic nature. Since the nineteen-forties ‘a new science ali^ut 
an old subject’ has made its appearance under the name of cybernetics. 
Today there is 

‘a growing division of labour between hximan minds and an ever-growing 
array of electronic or other communications, calculating, and control equip¬ 
ment_By continuing to make... equipment which fulfils ... functions 

of communication, organisation, and control, we cannot help in the long 
run but gain significant opportunities for a clearer imderstanding of those 
functions themselves. . . . [Cybernetics] uses the fiicilitics of modem 
technology in order to attempt to map out, step by step, the sequence of 
actual events in getting these operations accomplished. ... As simplified 
models, [calculating machines] can aid our understanding of more com¬ 
plex mental and social processes. [What this may give us is] a generalised 
concept of a self-modifying communications network or “learning-net”.’* 

No doubt, each time that we resort to the method of analogy, we are 
courting the risk of misapplying it.’ Yet the use of analogy has certainly 
been a fruitful device, and perhaps an indispensable one, for Man in 
his sustained mental endeavour to take his t^arings in the mysterious 
Universe into which he finds himself born. He has wrested valuable 
results not only from analogies between kindred phenomena, but also 
from the more far-fetched ‘mythological’ analogies dravra from human 
conduct to the behaviour of non-human animals and to the processes of 
inanimate nature, as well as fiom ‘counter-mythological’ analogies 
drawn from the processes of inanimate nature to human affairs. I agree, 
for my part, with M. C. Swabey’s dicta* that, ‘since all knowledge pro¬ 
ceeds through the detection of resemblances, in dealing with objects 
largely beyond empirical check, analogy must be appealed to’, and that, 
‘despite the pitfalls of analogy, history has its roots in it’. 

* All but the first of the exemples cited in this persenph sre nven by K. W. Deutsch 
in 'Mechtnum. Orgsnum, and Society: Some Modelsin^atural.tad Social Science', in 
PkiUuofhy of Seimc4, vol. xviii. No. 3 Guly, t 9 St)> Pp. *32-4. 

t Ibid., pp. 239-^1. 

s The fanilociw) method . . . comes &om a dangerous and subtle form of mnti- 
dsm which has been widespread in all ages. It makes it possible to prove and to be^ve 
almost anything. One of the best-known examples of ita use was the proof of a whole 
cosmogony and religion from the analogy of a watch’ (L. S. Woolf in Ths Nen ^reres- 
man cm Nation, 2314 September, 1939). 

* In Thtjudgmant of Sittory, p. 75. 
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In the history of modem Western science there is one instance of the 
use of a ‘mythological’ analogy which is as famous as it has bwn fertile. 
Darwin has recorded that, at a stage in his inquiry into the origin of 
species at which he was making no further progress in the direct ap¬ 
proach to his problem, he happened to read one of Malthus’s works 
expounding his theory that, in human society, there is a tendency for the 
growth-rate of the population to forge ahead of the growth-rate of its 
food supply, and that this results in a struggle for life. In this celebrated 
economic hypothesis Darwin found the clue that led him to his own still 
more celebrated biological hypothesis. Conversely, Deutsch, the ex¬ 
ponent of the new science of cybernetics who has been quoted just 
above, claims for it that it is a promising line of inquiry because it is 
throwing light on the working of human minds from the working of 
Man’s latest artefacts. He finds that ‘the striking parallels and suggestive 
insights’ into the working of human affairs that are offered by concepts 
drawn from human history have ‘remained empty of inner structure’. 
For example, my own ‘ “creative minorities” are unanalysed vessels of a 
creativity which itself has no intrinsic details that could be described 
and understood’. Deutsch finds Joseph Schumpeter’s concepts of 
‘creativeness’ and ‘innovation’ in the held of economics likewise un¬ 
fruitful for the same reason. Schumpeter and I, he suggests, have drawn 
blank because we have taken human society itself as our model for 
explaining processes of human organization.’ Deutsch’s point may be 
expressed analogically as the doctrine that, in the use of analogy, as in 
the process of evolution and in the practice of the breeder’s art, in- 
breeding makes for sterility, cross-breeding for fertility. 

WheiJ ner or not this particular analogy is justified by the evidence of 
results, I myself have been commended by some critics and censured 
by others on the ground that 1 have in fact used analogy in the cross- 
fertilizing way that Deutsch recommends.* I have also been censured 
for using analogy to excess,* for using it in its mythological form 

* Ibid., pp. 837-8. 

> H. Kium notes in Tk* Journal of Pkilotoph^, iBth August 1947, pp. 4S9-99, on 
p. 497, that I use analM^ boui 'horizontallY' (Le. in the in-breeding way) and *vertically’ 
(i.e. m the cross-bre«clins way). 'Vertical' analogy, as Kuhn defines it, 'puts together 
phenomena of different types or of different structural levels’. He pronounces thst 
'denying the legitims^ of second kind of analogical reasoning would be tantamouni 
to denying the possibiuty of philosophy’. At the same time he sdpulatea that, ‘in order to 
be legitimate, ... the use of vertical analogy must strictly observe the rule of hierarehy’. 
On the other hud, Richaid Pares (in Tha English Historical Rtoieto, vpl. Uxi, No. 279 
(April, i 9$6). p. 271) remsHcs that, 'if Dr Toynbee rejects mechanical analojnes, he fuls 
victim to dne far more dangerous biological anuogiet’. O. H. K. Spate (in Tht Gtoj^c^hical 
Journal, vol. cxviii. Part 4 (December, 1952). p. 419) warns sgainst'the danger ... of 
anthropomorphiaing nature’. C. A. Burd (in Th* Atntrican Historical Rtoiete, vol. x). 
No. 2 U2nuary, 1938), p. 309) objects that 'the introduction of analogies from biology 
and physics into nistoricaf thought (a practice which most of us are guilty of) do<« 
Wolence to the actuality of history and adds to confusion rather than to knowledge*. 
K. R. Popper quotes t passage of the present book (vol. i, p. 176) 2* 20 example of the 
misapplication of terms taken from physics to sociology (TAs Povorty 0/ ntstoricitm, 
p. X i»V L. S. Woolf (in The New StaUsman and Nation, 23^ September, 1939) objects 
to my fondness for 'comptring the phenomena observable in the growth or wintegra- 
rion of civilisations to tne phenomena obaervable in radiation or in the diffusion or 
dii^ction of light’. On the other hand, John Strachey, in a lener to me of 3rd August, 
I9SV. writes: 'flike best of all your "radiation” way of putting it.' 

* Analogies: 'Handle with caution' (P. Geyl in Toynbet and History, p. 66). Toynbee 
ought to chuten hia metaphors and pnme his analogies (Sir Ernest Barker, ibid., p. 97). 
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concurrently with the scientific method of reasoning,* for using it as a 
substitute for reasoning,* and using it, in its mythological form, at all.* 

Poetry, myth, tnd mruphor are over-used (M. S. Bates in Chriitianity and Crisis, 
vol. IS, No. 4. aiw March, 1955, pp. *7^® and 3a). There is too much intuition, 
mythdogy, and argument from analogy in Toynbee’s work (O. H. K. Spate In Toynbtt 
and Histary, p. 391, and in Ths Gtograpkical yaunutl, vol. cxvtii, Part 4 ^December, 
P' Toynb^ goes too far in trusting analogy (Kuhn, in toe. cit., p. 493). 
‘Some analogies one feeb to be strained or even false’ ^K. T. Clark in Th* Nineteenth 
Ctntury assd Aftsr, November, 1941). His useof analogy is an illustration of the reckless¬ 
ness of hb ways of thinking (0. rl. K. Spate in To3m6re and Hisio^, p. 303). Cp. A. 
Eban ibid., pp. 330 and 331, and Sir Llewellyn WoMward in The Spsitatar, 6th July, 
1934- 

* Toynbee drives science and poetry in double harness (K. W. Thompson in Toynbt* 
and History, p. aoi). Zeus u not evidence (G. J. Renier, ibid., pp. 74-75). Toynbee ought 
not to mix myth with scicntiiic thinking (£. P. J. Zahn: Toynbts und das ProbUm dtr 
Gtschithss, p. 36). ’Arguments which . . . have a curious way of coalescing with their 
imaginative iUustratiooa so as to form philosophical myths’ (Kuhn in loc. cit., p. 4^). 
One cannot be hutorian and philosopher simultaneously (D. B. Richardson in The 
Thomist, vd. xx. No. 3 (April, 1957), p. 164). 'His determination to mix genres’ (W. 
Kauhnaim in Toynbstand fiistory, p. 3 m). 'In Toynbee’s interpretation of J^tory there 
is an uncertainty which in a way seems to mirror the mind of the author, who b at the 
same time both a mystic and a scholar proud of the capaciw of the human intellect’ 
(H. Hoibom in T^ Saturday Reviets of IJUraturt, 31st May, 1947). 'Hb myth of 
history’ (E. E. Y. Halea in Hisu^ Today, April, 1955, p. 333). ‘There can be no com- 

E romise on such a vital point. Elither we have hismry or we have myth. No half-way 
ouse b possible’ (C. B. joynt in The Australasian Jostmal o*PhUosopny, vol. 34, No. 3 
(DecemMr, 19^6), p. aoo). According to O. F. Anderle In an unpublished paper nine- 
tenths of the enttebm of my work b directed against my reunion of science with myth. 
In Anderle’s own view, true myth embraces everything, including science. See further 
p. 130, footnote 3. 

_ * ‘At times ... the constructive artbt in him... triurnplu over the carefully weighing 
historian.’ A aimile or metaphor may become an end in itself and be taken as an ex¬ 
planation or a ‘law’ into which facts can be forced (G. Weil in Toynbee and History. 
p. 28a). There is an ambiguity between the use of aiuUogy u illustration and the use of it 
as argument. Otuht metaphors to be allowed to persuade and control, besides just 
illuminating? In Toynbee’s work ‘the form and the content sre organically related.. .. 
Thus every aesthetic aspect of the work involves the question of truth’ (E. Fiess, ibid., 
pp. 282-3). Toynbee’s images ‘seem sometimes for their author to take on an indepen¬ 
dent life and vitality of thw own’ (W. M. McNeill in The Intent of Toynb^’s History; 
A Cooperative Appraisal). 'Analogy is not proof’ (R. H. Tawney in international Affars, 
November, 1939. p. 802). Toynbee’s aixnile of the hedgehog illustrates but does not 
prove the continuity of the history of the Syriac Civilization (A. L. Kroeber: Th* 
nature of Culture, p. 376). 'Analogy u essentbl in hbto^, but not ul historiaru judge by 
analogy uone’ (Pai^ in loc. cit., p. 268). Visual images 'are often used, not as embellbh- 
menta, but as structural parts of the arguments, not as aids to exposition, but as sub¬ 
stitutes for thought' Postan in The SoeiolotUal Reviea, vol. xxviii (1036), p. 57). 
'Again and again, begmiurw with a suwestive simile or metaphor, he ends bv accepting 
the metaphor aa proof of iamdty’ (L. S. Woolf in Th* Ntu Stausman and Nation, 23rd 
September, 1939). ‘Hb lavuh metaphors and similes, allegories and parable^ suggestive 
as they sometunes are, are too often asaumed to poaacas evidential value' (R.K. Merton in 
Th* Amtritan Jounutl of Sodelogy, vol. xlvii. No. 3 (September, i94x)i pp. 305-13). 
Toynbee mtematically blls into the confusion of hbtorical ilhiamtion with historical 
proof (S. Hook in Th* Partisan Review, June 19^, p. 693). 'He b . . . doing what he 
censures in Spengler: that b, setting up a metaphor and then proceeding to treat it as 
a basb for argument’ (A. R. Bum in History, February-Oemoer, 1956, p. 11). ‘The 
exposition proceeds by analogies, by parables, and by quotations from philosophy and 
poetry. Thu method can never prove anything, for etner parables, analt^ies, and quou- 
tions can, in the same way, prove the opposite’ (O. Handlin in Th* Partisan RevUie, 
July-Ai^it, t947> pp. ToynbM has turned hbtory into mythology (T. J. G. 

Locher in D* Gids, May, 1948, p. ai). 

3 Toynbee deab in myths (G. J. Renier in Toynbe* and History, p. 74). In the present 
age people who take myth seriously are derided (Anderle, unpublished paper). 'Whatever 
else hbtory is, it b not myth. The essence of mythology U an effort to state oy means of 
metaphors and analogies experiences which transcend the senses. There can be a hbtory 
of myths but there can be no hbtory which consista of myths ss part of its structure of 
roean^. At such a point, hbtory becomes metaphysics, religion, or poetry’ (Joynt in 
loc. cit., p. 201). This uncompromising view u not, however, taken by all rationalbt- 
minded critica. For instance, F. H. Underhill gen e rously declares (in Th* Canadian 
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I have also been offered an acquittal on condition of my agreeing to be 
labelled a pc^t, or even a musician, rather than an historian.’ 

I plead guilty to having carried ray use of analogy to excessive lengths. 
I should have guessed that I might have made this mistake, even if I had 
not been accused of it by a convincing consensus of critics. I am con¬ 
scious that ‘going too fa^ is a standir^ temptation for me, and that too 
often I have succumbed to it. I agree that analogies are not explana¬ 
tions, but are heuristic devices for seeking explanations.* I also confess 
mj^clf in error if it has been proved against me that I have used mytho¬ 
logical analogy as a substitute for scientific reasoning (i.e. used it in con¬ 
texts in which scientific reasoning would have been not only feasible 
but also more enlightening). This would be wrong, because science and 
mythology arc two different ways of trying to explain phenomena, and 
they ought not to be confused with each other or used in each other’s place. 
Up to this point my critics and I agree. But some of them will certainly 
disagree with me when I go on to express my belief that neither of these 
two approaches can do duty for the other, and that scientific reasoning 
cannot serve as a substitute for mythology. In earlier passages of this 
chapter I have touched upon the universally admitted limitations of the 
human reason’s power to apprehend Reality by its analytical and classi- 
ficatory method of working. The method of mythological analogy is, no 
doubt, a still more imperfect instrument for trying to apprehend Reality 

Historical Rniaw, vol. xxxU, No. 3 (September, 1951). pp. 201-19) that Toynbee’* 
’profusion of colourful and stimulating metaphors and aiimlea, his skilful use of myth 
and poetry, philosophy and rclision, to throw light on the past experience of Man in 
society, ^ this has reounded us that Clio is a muse end not merely a pedestrian statistical 
social scientist'. 

I Is Tcmbee’a use of myths meant to be merely confirmatory or is it meant to be 
evidentialr The hiarorians are left guessing. ‘Is the historian’s lo«s the poet’s gain? . . . 
It ia not a work of history.... Taken at a whole, it is a huge theological poem’ (E. Fiess 
in Toynhot and History, pp. 380 and 383). ‘The historian la a poet and the history is his 
pom' (T. S. Gregory in JMDuiinii^aotctir, vol.aao, No. 440 (Spring, 1947), pp. 74-87). 
^His . . . insights are not those typical of the historian, but ratl^ th^ of the prophet, 
the seer, the poe^ the mystic’ (F. H. Underhill in The Canadian Historical Rnieu, 
vol.xsocvi. No. 3 (September, 1955), pp. 2a2-^5:cp. vol.nxii. No. 3 (September, 1951), 
pp. 201-19). 'Iw Approseh is dmuc, intuitive' (Chr. Hill in Tht modem Ouartsrfy, 
Autumn, 19 ^ 7 , P- a 9 s\ 'His habit of mind is poetic, and it would be a mistue not to 
recognixe w o^k as a prose epic, whatever else it msy be besides’ (W. H. McNeill 
in 7 %e Intent of Toyrdms Hist^: A Cooperative Appraisel). Toynbee’s work is ‘an 
imwnattve vision of history having the same relation to &ct as hss poetry’ (A. Hourani 
in The DvMin Review, vol. 229, No. 470 (December, 1955), p. 38a}. Toynbee ia writing 
history fundsmencally as a poet and moralist and not as a scieotinc historian’ (Hook in 
loc. cit., p. 692). ‘At nis but his theory is a kind of wild and tragic poetry softened by an 
ill-defined but clearly amiable religious faith and charity’ (D. G. Maerae in Tht literary 
Gtrida, January, tPSS)- 'The secret of Toynbee’s greatness is thst he is a poet and aome- 
thing of a mystic’ (Dwvid Thomson in The Nttps Chrornclt, 14th Oetobu, 1954). 'As a 
poet, Toynbee ia remarkable’ff. Gwl in D^atts vntk Historians, p. 1^3). 'A . .. rtvivil 
of... "the Christian Epic’’ ’ (H. E. names in .< 4 ii Introduction to the History of Socsotogy, 
p. 7x9). ‘It 'Toynbee perhaps preparing the way for tome future poet to write a new 
Divina CommtJia or Fourtf’ (k. D. Erdmann in Arckw fOr Kulturgesekichu, xxxiii. 
Band, Heft 2 (xosi), p. 236). Toynbee’s history it a mythological drama (J. K. Feibleroan 
in T^itn Hsia Monthly, v^. ix. Not. x and 2 (X940), p. 172). The intelligible unity 
that 'ToynbM finds in history is the unity of a drama (McNeill, op. cit). ^He writes 
like a musician, develiming his motifi in a series of academic varutiooa’ (R. H. S. 
Crotaman in The Hem statesman, Sth March, r 947 )- Crossman evidently dou not thii^ 
that tii should earn me an acqmttal; and M. Savelle concedes that there is poetty m 
Mstory without conceding that an historian can be granted poetic licence ( 7 a« Paetfic 
Historical Review, vol. «v, No. z (February, X9s6). pp. 55 “^)* 

* This distinction is drawn by C. B. Joynt in a letter of 14th August. X959. 
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than scientific reasoning is; the gleams or hints given to us by mythology 
are unverifiable; but, in compensation for its greater weakness, my¬ 
thology has a wider reach than science and a deeper penetrative power.' 
Moreover, if there is truth in the account, given above, of the part 
played by the use of analogy in the progressive extension of the range of 
language and thought, then it is no accident that mythology has arisen 
earlier than science as a means of explanation, and poetry earlier than 
prose as a vehicle of expression. It also seems likely that mythology has 
a role to play, as a means of explanation, always and everywhere, not 
only in fields which science has not yet succeeded in entering, but also 
in ^ose in which science has now established itself. For, even in long- 
since occupied territory, science’s hold is never more than partial and 
incomplete.* 

I therefore join issue with critics who take me to task for driving 
science and mythology in double harness. So long as we recognize and 
advertise that this mental equipage is a carriage-and-pair and not a 
one-horse shay, I believe that we can use it without misleading either 
ourselves or the pubUc. I also believe that the two steeds, side by side, 
can cany us farther than either steed can by itself, and that a reconnais¬ 
sance made by this method will not turn out to be a wild-goose-chase. 
The method is Plato’s,* and his practice of it accounts for almost every¬ 
thing in his work that has proved to be of high enduring value. The 
Platonic conception of the place of myth in philosophy has been ad¬ 
mirably expressed by Dean Inge: 

‘When the mind communes with the world of values, its inevitable 
language U the language of poetry, symbol, and myth.... Philosophy has 
to deal with a number of irreducible surds which cannot be rationaUsed. 

. . . Our reason . . . has reached its limits. We are driven to mythologize, 
confessing that we have left the realm of scientific fact.’* 

As for being labelled a poet, I should be glad to be convinced that I 
deserve the title,* but I should not take this as acquitting me of the 
charges made against me that I have cited. What matters is not the name 
by which one is called but the extent of one’s failure or success under 
any name or none. In the study of human affairs one cannot afford to 
neglect any approach. One must be free to resort to the different 
methods of the poet, the historian, and the scientist in turn, according 
to the nature of each piece of the task;^ and, in order to enjoy this free- 

< Like Vico, Toynbee hes ‘en undemending of myths es containing the essential 
truths of history’ (J. K. Feiblemea in T'ien Hria MontMy, vol. xi, Xos. t and a (1949), 
pp. 165-6). Bagby allows that ’myths seem to be an essential part of the hibric of social 
life', and ois proviso that ‘they should not be allowed to stand in the way of a more 
rational understanding of history’ will not be disputed—at any rate, not by me. See 
P. Buby: CtiJhtn ana Hiitary, p. s. 

* 0 . P. Anderle suggests that true myth embraces everything, including science 
(unpubUsbed pap«r, cited already on p. 38, footnote x). 

) W. H. McN^I observes that my use of myth and metaphor is in the Piatonic tradi¬ 
tion (The InUnt of Toynbto't Hittory: A Caoperaiioe Appraisai). 

* W. R. Inge: ’The Place of M^h in History* in Pmlotapt^, vol. xi, No. 43 (April, 

*936), p. 13*- 

* I rave never written poetry in the formal sense in any other languages than Greek 
and Latin. 

* ’Historians must be both researchers and artiats’ (K. W. Thompson in Tho Political 
Scitnea QuarUrfy, vol. boi, No. 3 (September, 1956), p. 367). 
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dora to use all the methods, it is best not to be tied to any of the corre¬ 
sponding names. 

6. THE HEURISTIC USB OF HYPOTHESES 

In the act of thinking we inevitably make two unprovable assump¬ 
tions. One is that our thought apprehends, if only partially and im¬ 
perfectly, a Reality that exists independently of it and is not just the 
mind’s own mental construction.* Our second assumption is that Reality 
has some meaning for us which is accessible to us by the mental process 
of explanation.* We assume that Reality makes sense, even if perhaps 
not completely. That is to say, we assume that there is at least a ceitain 
amount of order and regul^ity in the relations between the myriad 
phenomena into which our image of Reality is dissected in our con¬ 
sciousness. ‘We cannot treat 3 ie World as a mere succession of 
events.’’ ‘Science and sanity postulate a World in which there are 
certain fixed characters.’* ‘All induction assumes the existence of con¬ 
nexions in Nature, and — its only object is to determine between what 
elements these connexions hold.’’ Two expressions of this assumption 
are the beliefs in the uniformity of Nature^ and in causation. Since this 
is true of all thought, it is true of thought about human affairs. 'The 
historian employs concepts and hypotheses because of the general 
assumption that underlies all social science: history is not exclusively 
chaos or chance: a degree of observable order and pattern, of partially 
predictable regularity, exists in human behaviour.’^ 

The assumption of the uniformity of Nature underlies all inductive 
reasoning—and much more of our stodc of beliefs is based on inference 
than on experience. This assumption is not verifiable from experience. 
If we ask what justification w'e have for making it, all that we can say is 
that to deny the uniformity of Nature is to resolve the Universe into 
items that have no intelligible coimexion with each other.* 

One of the reasons why science has made unprecedented progress in 
modem Western hands is the practice, by scientists of this school, of 
virtues that are moral quite as much as intellectual. They have had the 
courage to create hypotheses for explaining the phenomena, the honesty 
to give their hypotheses up when these have not been borne out by the 
results of the investigations in which they have been used,* and the 
versatility to exchange them for others when, without having been 
refuted, they have been utilized up to the limits of their usefulness. All 

I 'The choice unons rivtl lines of division is sn essential pert of the process of rational 
inquiry. But. once such choice has been made, it ia the nature of the pie or the Universe 
t^t determines the content of eeeh psrt or division’ (Cohen, op. cit., pp. 67-68). 
Sdentista act on '» belief that the Universe is rational, not derived from experience, but 
controlling the interpretation of experience* (Joseph, op. cit.. p. 506). 

* R. L. Shinn mskes the point that mesning is the basis, not the conclusioa, of 
thought and deKnition (Chrisuamty and ProbUm of History, p. 16). 

s Joseph, op. cit., pp. 404 -S' Cp. p. 426. 

* Cohen, op. cit., p. 86. » Joseph, op. at., p. 401. 

* Joseph points out ibid., pp. 402-3, that a belief in the unifoirturr of Nature is not 

inconsistent with a belief in Nature’s variety. . , « , , 

f Social Science Research Council’s Committee on Hiatonogrtpbra Report (i 9 S 4 }> 
p. 95. * Joseph, op. ch., w. 401 and 424. 

* A clastic example (cited by Bagby in op. cit., p. 3) ia Keplcr^a abandonment of 
Plato’s a priori hj^thcais that the orbits of tne planets must be circular. 

C 2 
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our currently accepted propositions, generalizations, and ‘laws’ are 
merely hypotheses that have not been discredited by experience so far.* 
‘All theories are triak: they are tentative hypotheses, tried out to see 
whether they work; and all experimental corroboration is simply the 
result of tests undertaken in a critical spirit, in an attempt to ^d out 
where our theories err.'* But ‘theory is not necessarily bad because it is 
hypothetical, tentative, and not yet conclusively demonstrated or re¬ 
jected’.* And ‘theory that runs beyond the established data is the source 
of fertility in cumulative scientific analysis’^. The formation of an 
hypothesis may be likened to an act of artistic creation* or to the manu¬ 
facture of a tool. 

‘A calculus is an artefac^ and the interpretation of a calculus is a resolu¬ 
tion to employ this artificial tool in a particular way.’* 

Kroeber uses the word ‘tool’ to describe his key-concept, ‘culture’, 
and adds that the word applies to every concept.^ One significant charac¬ 
teristic of tools is their number and variety.* Each of them is designed 
for doing a particular job. No tool is omnicompetent. There is no such 
thing as a master-key that will unlock all doors.^ If we treat an hypo¬ 
thesis as a mental key, we shall discard it if we find that it unlocl^ no 
doors at all, and put it down for the moment in order to try another if, 
after having successfully opened a number of doors with its aid, we 
eventually come to a door into whose lock it does not fit** But, when we 
do lay aside a well-tried key, we must not forget that it did unlock the 
previous doors. While it is true that there is no hypothesis that explains 
everything, this does not mean that each of our hypotheses is not good 
as far as it goes.** 

This is what is meant by saying that the value and validity of hypo¬ 
theses, and of those organized systems of hypotheses which we call 

* *Th« effectiveneas of a(R inductive] policy is an empirical propoution which does 

ivot logically follow from the poliey'a efiectiveneaa.in-the-pur (Braithwaite, op. cit., 
p. 269]. This coQsidention governs th« question of the validity of predictions made on 
the strength of scientific laws. 'The function of a scientific law... is... that of organising 
our empirical knowledge to aa to give both intellectual satisfaction and power to predict 
the unknovm. The natUK of acieotific laws cannot be treated independently of their 
function within a deductive mtem. The World ia not made up of empirical tacta with 
the addition of the laws of Nature: what we call the Uwa of Nature are conceptual 
devices by which we organise our empirical knowledge and predict the fixture’ (ibid., 
P* 339 )' * K. R. Popper: Tm Poverty of Hittorieism, p. 87. 

> Social Science Research Council’s Committee on Htstoriogiaphy's Report (1954), 
p. iM. * Ibid., p. * 37 . 

s Jo««pb> op. cic, p. 525. It ia noteworthy that this simile should have bem adopted 
by an auatere-mindra logician. * R. B. Braithwaite, op. cit., p. 69. 

7 A L. Kroeber: The Nature qf Culture, p. 118. 

* Joeeph, op. dt., p. 459, points out that we need alternative classifications for differ¬ 
ent purples; Cobdi, op. cit., pp. 67-68, that we need to choose between alternative 
claatifications for each particular purpose. 

* For instance, Geyl points out that it is impracticable to think of history exclusively 
in terms of the units that I call civilizations, and that this is demoiutrsted by my own 
practice of cidng instenees from the histories of smaller units, notwithstanding my con¬ 
tention that civiUxationa are the smallest units that are intellipble fields of study (Toyn¬ 
bee and History, pp, 71-73). 

Romeinngbtly insists that one ought to be prepared to drop e theory as soon as it has 
fulfilled its funraon (ibid., p. 348). 

Braithwaite, op. cit., p. 269, points out that there may be an exhaustion of the field 
for the profitable exploitation of a policy without the policy’s past successes being im¬ 
pugned on this account. 
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sciences, is no more than ‘heuristic’ (i.e. exploratory)’ and ‘operational’ 
and ‘instrumental’. For instance, the usefulness of dialectical patterns, 
such as ‘thesis-antithesis'synthesis’ and ‘challenge-and>response’, is 
‘heuristic and operational; it must depend on their effectiveness in 
suggesting new fruitful questions, experiments, or techniques in dealing 
with problems’.* InDeutsch’s expectation, modern control engineering 
may give us other patterns that will be more fruitful and suggestive.^ 
‘An operational theory is one that is stated in such a way that it can 
conceivably be proved false by reference to empirical evidence.’^ The 
theories used in social science ‘are not statements of eternal and im> 
mutable truths; they arc, rather, statements that may possibly provide 
valid explanations’.* ‘Concepts are instrumental. They are formu¬ 
lated for the purpose of enlargii^ human understanding and are them¬ 
selves subject to growth and change.’* ‘The formulation of a law is 
arrived at with the “implicit proviso to modify it on the basis of later 
experiences’’.*^ ‘For the historian, , . . generalizations arc hypotheses 
which he can use to open up a subject and suggest lines of approach, 
discarding, adapting, or continuing with them, as they prove fruitful.’* 
‘The only ultimate test of such provisional instruments of thought is 
neither their clarity nor their truth, but whether they lead to any useful 
results.’* ‘No theory is definitive; every theory is provision^ only. 
A theory will have yielded the best performance of which it is capable if 
it has kept going the flow of research.’*® ‘To study history in terms of 
problems, some theoretical framework and some working hypotheses are 
unavoidable.’** The purpose of putting forward heuristic hypotheses is 

' See Chapter VII> pp. 243-6, and Chapter II, Annex: Ad Hom i tu m , pp. 641-2. 

* Deutsch, loc. cit., p. 245. Cp. Zahi^ op. dt., p. 9. * Deutacb, ibid. 

* Social Sdence Research Council's Comnuttee on Hutoriography’t Report (1954), 
p. 28. In the same passage. Spengler'a theories and mine are denied the bmefit of tbit 
definition. Tbetr tneorracd structures should not be tslcen ss examples of the use of 
social science methods' (ibid., p. 28. Cp. pp. 92-93). ‘Toynbee’s generuissdons... must 
be elaborsted to be testable propositioaa—an elaboration that the author does oot 
provide* Obid., p. 109). As O. P. Anderle puts it in hk paper, my theorizing rum 
ahead of my verification of it. My vetificatien of my hypotheses, he finds, is my 
obvious weax point. In K. R. Popper’s view, this weakness is inherent in the historiins’ 
approach to the study of human affairs. ‘As a rule, . . . historical “approaches” or 
“points of view” camtot bi Usttd. 'They cannot be refuted, and apparent confirmations 
are therefore of no value, even if thw are as numerous ss the stars in the sky* (TAe 
Ppoerty Hittoriewn, p. T51). Here Popper b applying to the case of the hitmriaas a 
general proposition of his that has been quoted alroady on p. 23, footnote 7. An instance 
of a thesis that b intrinsically unteatable, and b not merely so far untested, b found by 
C. B. joynt in my Biblical concrotion of the freedom of human wills as being a freedom 
to ob^ or duob^ ‘laws of God (TAa Atutralasum Jovnud oj Philotophy, vol. 34, No. 3 
(Decembtf, 1056), pp. 195-202). 

* Social Scimce Research Council’s Committee on Hbtoriography’s Report (Z 954 )i 

p. 91. * Ibid., p. 19. 

t G. Buchdahl in Tht Australatianycumai of PhUotcf^s vol. 34, No. 3 (I^ember, 
Z958), p. 170 , quoting M. Schlick: GttttM, Kautalitit, vnd WohruhtinliMhtit (Vienna 
19^, Geroid), p. 22. 

* A. BuUo^ in History Today, February, 1951, pp. 5-11. 

V G. A. Birka in PhUosotky, O^ber, 1950, pp. 336-40. Ad homintm, P. Kecskemeti 
observes, in Tho Modtm tUvitta, vol. t, No. 4 (June, 1047), pp. 306-13, that ‘the real 
test of Toynbee's theory b heuristic and empirical’. Kecskemeti judges that I am justified 
in my method, but that my bssic concepts are too few to bear, without strain, the load 
that I have put upon them. Anderle, op. cit. 

>* Social Science Research Council’a Committee on Historiography's Report (1954), 
p. 132. Bagby, in op. cit., p. 202, assigns thb status to bb ‘conceptual framework'. 
Anderle points out, m hb unpublUhed paper, that some of my critics do not seem to 
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to make approaches towards the attainment of new knowledge and un¬ 
derstanding by a dialectical interplay of intellectual action and reaction.* 


have realized that, in the activity of thinktr^, hypotheses have a role that is not merely 
legitimate but in^pensable. 'It ts‘, he vrriies, 'astonishing to fin d e s p ec ially in Geyl 
and critics of his seKool—that they apparently dispute an inquirer's right to be convinced 
of the validity of bis own observations, conclusions, and proofs and to build these into 
the process of his thinking. Criticism c^ of course, demonstrate that this or that point 
is untenable and, in doing so, sometimes bring to the ground an entire theoretical 
structure. But criticism cannot object to theproc^ure in itself, since, wiritout this pro¬ 
cedure, there cm be no progress in scientinc thinking. In the criticisnt of Topnbee’s 


against Toynbee the repro^wlTthat he worin wiA “antietpato^ schemas” (MtiaiturmJe 
ScJt4mata) seen to be quite unconscious of the fundamental importance of this function 
of all thui^g>- 4 ncludlng, of course, their own. They appear to bold the naive view that 
complex ideu are arrived at by the additive process of stringing together ideas of a more 
or less elementaiy kind. This u a point of view that has been left behind long ago in the 
modem psychologicsl study of thc^ht. The field of inquiry has shifted to the discussion 
of heuristic and veriScstoiy method. The criticiam dimtra against antictpating results 
seems to have overlooked this development, at my rate when it has been turned sgainst 
Toynbee. Consequently it has missed fire.’ 

In another passage in his paper, Anderle makes the point that 'my man of learning 
is within his rights in arranging the msterisl known to him in accordance with his theory, 
in order to sec how far this wul carry him. He has a right to do this without taking into 
consideration, for the moment, the possibUicy that contrary instances may come to light 
in the course of his researches.’ 

Of course, the inquirer ought to test the validity of bis hypothesis or 'model' (see 
pp. 32-33 md 158-60) by applying it to all the appamclyrelevmt evidence on which be 
can lay hmds, a^ seeing whether it does or docs not fit the phenomena. But, to apply m 
hypothesis or a ‘model’, one must have h in hand; one cannot have it without having 
first constructed it; md the materials out of which one constructs it cannot embrace m 
the evidence to which it is going to be applied after it bu been constructed (see pp. citt.). 

The line of criticum that Anderle critidzea may be illustrated by some cicamplcs. 
What Geyl says of me is that 'he introduces into his argument his own theoretical con- 
strucrion as m established datum’ (Toynies and p. 56). In M. A. Fitzsimoos* 

view, my 'philosophy of history even dictates the orgmisanon md selection of material’ 
(TheRtinttto/PoUtus, October, i9S7,pp. S54-e). InT. R. Fyvet's view, my work seems 
'in the end frustrated, because it had always to be fitted into a pre-cenceivM brief’ {Tht 
Ttibune, 3ttt March, 1^7). H. Werner finds in my woric an 'external application of pre¬ 
fabricate schemata’ (peuisehe VurteHahnschri/t fOr LiUraturuusmsefu^t vnd GmUtge- 
sehiehu, No. 29 (toys), pp. 528-44). J. K. Peibleman compares ‘the iron rigidity’ of my 
system to ‘the meoieval torture dmee of the iron womm’ (T^ien Htia Monthly, vol. xi. 
Nos. X md 3 (1940), p. 3t). Patrick Gardiner eompares my work to a jigsaw puzzle 
whose parts interlock only because they have been constructs to do so (Time ana TuU, 
30th Oixober, X954)- See further p. 246, footnote 6. 

On the othtt bmd. Father M. C. D’Amy bolds that ‘every great historim begins with 
a theory, and, though he modifies it in the face of evidence, be is nevertheless wven by 
it to select his evidence and marshal his facts* (FAc Sms$ e^Huiory, p. 60). The function 
and gift of the historim is to ask questions’ (ibid., p. 59). E. E. V. Hales holds that I am 
justined in contending 'that tomt interpretation, or stated, is firmly planted in 

every history^ {History Today, May, 1955, p. 323). Father D’Arcy, too, msinuins that 
‘history uses inti^reudon; it seeks for m intdligible pattern or whole’ (op. cit., p. 23). 
The true historian has a theme md finds signifiemee (ibid., p. x6). M. R. Cohen 
observes that ‘philosophies of history are none the better for being hdd and trmsmitted 
unconsciously' ( 7 A« Moamni of Human History, p. 5; ep. p. 35) md points out ‘the 
essential role of ideas or hypotheses in the acovity or the historim’ (ibid., p. 68: cp. 
p. 78). ‘Effective investtgttion demmds some previous division or clasufication* (ibid., 
p. 65). 'The mere accumtilstion of fsets will not indicate their significance. Some gmeral 
idea or mticipatory hypothesis is necessary to define our field of investigation md to 
determine what facts are relevmt to our inquixy (ibid., p. 204). 'Men generally observe 
only what their ideas have prepared them to observe’ (ibid., p. 204). In other words, if 
we did not have these antecedent ideas, we might fait to aee my^ting at all; at the tame 
time, we must be on guard against the dmger that they may also limt our horizon. 

> On this dialectical procedure, see fuiriier the Annex to Chapter II, pp. ^t~2; 
E. P. J. Zahn in ToynAw imd das Problem der Gtsehuhte, p. 15: FT Marrou in ^prir, 
July, 1952, p. 124. Zahn md Marrou arc referring partinilarly to my treatment of civi¬ 
lizations. In Marrou’s view (expressed ibid.) civilization looks more like a real entity in 
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This purpose presupposes a readiness to modify or abandon an hypo¬ 
thesis if sufficient cause for doing so has been shown as a result of the 
test of debate. 

But, if the use of hypotheses is indispensable, it also has at least one 
besetting «ianger: ‘the habit of treating a mental convemence as if it 
were an objective thing’—an error that, in academic language, is called 
‘the hypostatisation of methodological categories’.* This is a confusion 
into which it is notoriously easy to fall unconsciously, because hypo- 
thes^ and generalizations and concepts are, after all, realities, though 
they arc realities of a different order from that of the phenomena which 
they are designed to apprehend, handle, and explain. This is, of course, 
a failure to distinguish between tools and their products or, to use 
broader terms, between means and ends. 

In this connexion I have been accused of introducing into my argu¬ 
ment my own theoretical construction, not just as a working hypothesis, 
but as an established datum,> and also of having ‘an anthropomorphic 
conception of civilizations’.* I confess to having frequently written of 
them in anthropomorphic language, but this is not because I conceive 
of them in anthropomorphic terms. I think of them as operational con¬ 
cepts—‘intelligible fields of study’—which are useful for exploring and 
explaining some important provinces of the domain of history, though 
not the whole domain. I also think of them as institutions: that is, as 
networks of impersonal relations between human beings. It is possible 
for them to be both these things at once. But of course neither concepts 
nor institutions are persons. 

The reason why I do, nevertheless, use anthropomorphic language in 
dealing with civilizations is because I am driven to it by the poverty of 
the English lang uage so far—a poverty that it shares, I believe, with all 
other languages up to date. Even ffie most sophisticated languages 
hitherto evolved have continued to be prisoners of adl language’s sensuous 
and mythological past, and consequently have failed almost entirely 
to equip concepts and institutions with vocabtilaries of their own, 


a ttill-life crow-cecdon ttbleau than when we look at it on the move. The eseentUl point 
it that one should not make whtt is really a label or a class ifieat ory concept into an idea 
or an ontological principle.* ^ ^ . . 

» P. Ge^: D^us tmth Hutonam. p. 133. Cp. R. Parea in Tht Engluh Hutorual 
Htvitte, vol.Ixxi, No. 279 (April. 1956)500. *57-8: H. Tingatenin DagtnsNy^ter, 16* 
January, 1949; A. R. Bum in History, Februa^October, 1956, pp. a-3; W. O. Ault in 
Tht yournal ^ Biblt and ReUeion, April, 1055. 

> P.Geyl in ToynUt and History, p. 56 (quoted already m footnote xi to p. 43 ): 



thinks he perceives were laws in the Newtonian senae. A. U. i.rtierara, in a «view ot 
vols. i-iii of this book in Tht Htrald-Tribunt, aSth October, 1934? write* that Tojmbee 
‘seem# to forget, and he makes us forget, that his “laws” are valid only m lOTothet» 
and approximariona'. The same indictment has been made against H. T. Buckle by 
M. C. Swabey. ‘Looee generalisations are quickly converted into premises for ailments, 
and the mere plauaibility of conjectures is taken for their substantiation’ {Tht judgment 

in Toynbte and History, p. 310. H. D. Oakeley ob^es that 'there ia 
a tendency in hia work to “personibf” civiliaauoa or treat it as something more Om im 
individuth who, like many Adaae*. “bear it up*’ ’ {Philosophy, vol. *1, No. 4 * (Apnl, 
1936), p. 191). M. R. Cohen observes that to ascribe conscious purpose to group* ts 
mythology Meaning qf Human HitUiry, p. las). 
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referring distinctively and exclusively to these two orders of reality. In 
the study of biologi^ evolution, for example, the creation of a non- 
anthropomorphic vocabulary has been proving difficult, though it has 
been one of the main concerns of scientists in this field to dispense with 
the hypothesis of a creator god. The linguistic situation is even worse, if 
that is possible, in the field of human studies; but here the diffit^ty of 
avoiding the use of anthropomorphic language in writing about civiliza¬ 
tions is, I should say, neither greater nor less than when one is writing 
about other institutions: states, peoples, churches, religions, classes, 
professions, and so on. I do not ^lieve that any historian has, so far, 
ever managed to write more than a page or two of narrative without 
using ‘anthropomorphic’ or some other form of ‘hypostatical’ language 
in some degree. If I can be confronted with an instance to the contrapr, 
I will admit that this verbal misrepresentation of the realities is avoid¬ 
able and that, in so far as I have f^ed to avoid it, I deserve to be taken 
to task. 

One test of whether the user of a concept or an hypothesis does think 
of it as being something more than a men^ tool will be the degree of his 
readiness or unreadiness to drop it. In an appraisal of my work Kroeber 
writes, with characteristic generosity: 

‘His formal scheme presumably will mostly go the way of sociologic 
fit*alls. Actually, however he himself may regard it, this scheme has 
served him well as a scaffold from which to rear a most stimulating struc¬ 
ture of further comparative interpretation of a large part of human 
history.’* 

Another critic has given the correct answer to Kroeber’s query. He has 
reported that I do not claim to have discovered any absolute, universal 
laws.* Anderlc, in his survey of criticisms of my work, has found that 
some critics have ignored my recognition of the truth that all historical 
work is no more than provisional.^ But at least one critic has testified 
in my favour on this point 

'One has the feeling that Toynbee, unlike Spengler, is really trying to 
subject his historical laws to empirical tests, and that he would have the 
integrity and the modesty, if given sufficient reason, to modify or abandon 
his laws.’* 


I have done, and shall go on doing, my best to justify this good 
opinion of my intellectual honesty. In the fint ten volumes of this book 
I have already given proof of my good faith in an instance which I 
apologize for mentioning again, after having dted it already, earlier in 
this chapter, in a different context. I laid aside my original hypothesis 
about the historical relation of ‘higher religions’ to ‘civilizations’ when 
I found that, while this might serve to explain the transition from an 

I A. L. Kzoeb«r: Th« Naturt of Culture, p. 378. Cp. R. CailloU in Diogaus, No. 13 
(Spring, 1956), p. I. 

* Father L. Walker, p.P., in Toynhoo end HUtory, p. 389. 

^ O. F. Anderle in his unpubUabed paper. 

« W. H. Coates: ‘Relatmsm and the Use of Hypothesis in History’ in Tht Jeumel ^ 
Modtrn History, vol. xxi. No. t (March, 1949), p. VJ, footnote 14. 
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Avalization to a later one, the role of higher religions as ‘chrysa¬ 
lises’ for civilizations was, in their own histories, no more than an 
incidental one that did not explain their true mission. Accordingly, I 
tried a new hypothwis about the relation of civilizations to higher rc- 
Ugioi^, to see if this would be more illuminating as an explanation of 
the higher religions’ histories. This change of tools is, I should say, an 
indication that I have a greater respect for the historical evidence than 
I have for any particular hypothesis that I happen to have picked out of 
my tool-bag. A large part of the present volume is occupied by similar 
reconsiderations of concepts and hypotheses used in volumes i-x. I have 
reviewed my previous notions and, where I have found reason, have 
gone on to modify or abandon them. I have aimed at treating my own 
past work no more tenderly than I should have treated anyone else’s. 
How far I have succeeded in achieving this ambitious aim will, no doubt, 
be easier for my critics to judge than it is for me. 


II. THE RELATIVITY OF A HUMAN 
OBSERVER’S APPROACH TO HUMAN AFFAIRS 

AT the beginning of the preceding chapter we have taken note of 
jt\ Reality’s feat of looking at itself through a part of itself in the 
shape of a conscious human mind. This feat is achieved through a 
mental self-articulation of Reality into subject and object in the dif¬ 
fracting mind of a human observer. This is an indispensable condition 
for attaining consciousness and for thinking. ‘It is methodologically im¬ 
possible to dispense with the viewpoint of sofm observer.’* 

If this diffracting mental operation could have the effect of dividing 
Reality itself into two really separate entities, our human enterprise of 
finding our way about the Universe would be easier than it is. The sup¬ 
posedly actual division in Reality corresponding to the mental dissection 
of Reahty in our consciousness would then be like the pane of glass in 
the window of a conning-tower. By looking out of its mental window the 
mind could observe the objective world; by turning round and looking 
inwards it could also observe itself; and it could conclude that, after having 
taken its observations in both directions, it had obtained an accurate 
picture both of itself and of external Reality. Unfortunately, in making 
our assumption that there is an effective division in Reality correspond¬ 
ing to our dissection of it, we are, as we know, doing violence to the v^ 
Reality that we are trying to apprehend. The pane of glass in our simile 
cannot really be an insulator. It is an inseparable part of the same Uni¬ 
verse as the adjoining atmosphere in the landscape beyond its outer face 
and in the room inside its inner face. The glass, by its interposition, 
makes a link, not a break; and, if the glass is redly there, tlm is evi¬ 
dence that room and lands^pe are both really parts of one and the same 
Universe, while, if the apparent presence of the glass pane between 
them is an hallucination, in that case they are still more obviously one 

* H. and M. Sprout: Mm-MUUu Relationtiup Hypotfusis in tht Conttxt of Inttr- 
nationai l^Utks, p. 65. 
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and indivisible. The observing mind is, in fact, itself part of the Universe 
that it is trying to observe.^ And this reading of our simile is home out 
by everyday experience in a world in which there are more observing 
minds ^an one. Each mind is a subject only from its own individual 
standpoint. From the standpoint of every other mind, it is one of the 
objects in each of these other minds* objective world. And, if we found 
ourselves liot being regarded by other minds as being objective realities, 
we should be astonished, affronted, and, even more, alarmed. 

What are we to make of this undeniable truth that an observing 
human mind is itself part of the Universe, in spite of the Universe’s 
appearing, as the mind surveys it, to lie outside the mind and, con¬ 
versely, appearing to be observed by the mind from a mental standpoint 
outside the Universe ? This truth means that the problem of observa¬ 
tion is not an easy but a difficult one, and that, though it seems to be 
solved for practical purposes in the act of observation, this practical 
solution cannot be more than partial and imperfect. One necessary 
condition for perfect observation might appear, at first sight, to be that, 
during the act of observation, both the observer and his object should 
remain constant, without either of them being modified by ^e other or 
by any third agent. On second thoughts, however, it becomes evident 
in the first place that this condition is actually unattainable and in the 
second place that, if one co\ild imagine it to have been attained, it 
would l^ve defeated its own object by making the act of observation 
impossible to carry out. There cannot be observation without interaction 
between the observer and the object under his observation, and in 
interacting they are bound to affect each other reciprocally.* In terms of 
our simile of the conning-tower, the observer posted in it affects the 
degree of visibility in the landscape outside when he turns his search¬ 
light on it, and the vision of the landscape given by this illumination of 
it affects the image obtained by the observer's eye. Moreover, if this 
reciprocal disturbance of both parties’ previous state did not take place, 
there could be no observation, because the disturbance is set up—and this 
unavoidably—by the establishment of communication, and it is only 
through this disturbing operation that the act of observation is achieved. 

The logical puzzle here brought to light is also illustrated by another 
of the mind’s dissections of Reality: the dichotomy between creatures 
and their creator. In seeking to explain to themselves how the pheno¬ 
menal world can have come into existence, some human minds in some 
societies have been led to propose the hypothesis that there must have 
been a creator. But a creator must, ex kypothesi, be outside his handi¬ 
work, as a potter is outside his car^enware, while at the same time he 
must be in contact with it, as the potter has to be with his clay. This 
logical dilemma has caught on its horns the inquirers into the riddle of 
cosmogony when they have become sophisticated enough to begin to 
philosophize. A god who is credited with having been the creator of the 
phenomenal world has to be banished from it by being relegated into a 
state of transcendence; yet, when once he has been thus placed in a 

* See tfaepassace quoted from Teilluird de Cherdin on p. 8, footnote 3. 

3 This point » notM by Begby in op. dt., p. 60. 
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possible position for perform^ the work of creation, he has thereby 
been deprived of the possibility of carrying the operation out. A com¬ 
plete insulation will have made him impotent, not omnipotent. If he is 
to create the Universe, he must be in contact with it. If he is to create 
it out of previously existing materials, he must be inside the same world 
as these; they themselves cannot be his handiwork; and their previous 
existence has then to be accoimted for. On the other hand, if the creator 
has to create the phenomenal world out of nothing but himself, then 
in reality it will stUl remain a part of himself and the phenomena will be 
no more than unaccountable hallucinations in human minds that will 
also be unaccountably conscious. 

Accordingly, the intellectual struggle with the problem of creation 
has made speculative minds first push God out of the phenomenal 
world and then pull Him back into it again. When He has been con¬ 
ceived of as being transcendent, He must also be conceived of as being 
immanent. If He is Brahma, He must be Vishnu as well. But God ln> 
carnate in an avatar caimot be the creator of a Universe of which He has 
revealed himself to be a pan, while, on the other hand, if it is one of the 
inalienable attributes of divinity to be parked quite out of contact with 
the phenomenal world, somewhere in inter-stellar space (Epicurus’s 
hypothetical intenrmndia), then it follows inevitably that the gods cannot 
either affect or be affected by mundane affairs. The difficulty that is 
encountered by a would-be observer is, in fact, inherent in the nature of 
the genus of which the activities of observation and creation are two 
species. Both these kinds of activity are relations, and every relation 
sets up a mutual disturbance of the parties to it. 

For a would-be observer of the phenomenal world this difficulty is 
aggravated by one of the World’s apparent characteristics. Phenomena 
have the appearance of being on the move through time and space; and, 
since the observer himself is one of these apparently travelling pheno¬ 
mena that he is surveyii^, he must do his intellectual work in a fellow 
traveller’s never stationary driving-seat. For example, in the astro¬ 
nomical province of the mental field in which the general object of study 
is the physical cosmos, human observers are at present confined to the 
surface of one of the travelling stars; and our astronomers will not find 
themselves in any better position for taking their observations if they 
manage, one day, to make their way to the Moon or to Mars or to some 
planet in another solar system than ours or even in another galaxy. 
As athletes, they will have been as clever as Baron Munchhausen was 
when he jumped off the cannon’s mouth on to the cannon-ball that had 
just come whizzing out of it, and when he then changed cannon-ball 
mounts in mid-air. But like the Baron the astronomers will still be 
travelling inside the realm of time and space whose physical phenomena 
they are studying, and the relativity of their own physical track through 
time and space to the tracks of the heavenly bodies that they are ob¬ 
serving will still be affectir^ their scientific findings. It must, indeed, 
be affecting these at each successive configuration of the perpetually 
changing network woven by the respective space-time points through 
which each of the heavenly bodies, including the observer’s own vehide, 



so PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
i$ passing. It was a marvellous feat of intellectual imagination to realize 
that the actual astronomical observer, being imprisoned in space and 
time, could never take observations from the illusory ^^tage-point of an 
hypothetical observer inconceivably posted outside them. But thanks to 
Einstein’s genius the point is now obvious to ordinary minds. It should 
be still more obvious when the phenomena that we are trying to observe 
are not the movements of the stars but are human affairs. 

In this field of observation it is surely manifest that the observer him¬ 
self is being carried, all the time, farther down the stream whose upper 
reaches he is attempting to survey from the crow’s-nest on his travelling 
mast-head. The past course of the river of human history does not shin 
its bed. When once events have happened, they remain unchanged in 
fact. But they keep on changing their appearance because there are un¬ 
ceasing changes in the observer’s own momentary position, which is the 
only position from which he can ever look back at the past.^ 

'In the sciences of Man, the rational core, common to all sci<mce, is 
diminished, obscured, and distorted by the inevitably partial perspective 
of die observer.’* 

This is why, for the last two hundred years or so, each successive 
generation of modem Western historians has rewritten the history of the 
Hellenic World. The facts of Greek and Roman history have remained, 
throughout, what they always were, and our information about these 

< The history of histonr eludes histaricai inquiry {Di* Gttehieht* dtr GttekiehU 
exuUht tick der Hisunt). There can be no scientific pronouncement about the whence 
and whither of hutory. One has to be inside history for any such question to be possible.’ 
The sense of freedom comes firom a conscious questioning of the past and the future, and 
this presupposes that human souls, as we know them, are already in existence (K. D. 
Erdinann in Archiv fur Ktdturfttchichtt, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (1951), pp. 237 and 240). 
The historian is an observer who stancls insicle the framework of the events that be de> 
scribes (K. W. Thompson in Tfu Political Science Quarterly, vol. hod. No. 3 (September, 
>956). P' 3 ^)- 'The mesning of the psK is seen to the present, and, as the present 
changes, so does the meaning that we see in the past’ (Social ScieiKe Research Council’a 
Committee on Historiography's Report (1954), p. 23). This last point is also made by 
Bagl^ in Cultura and Histary, p. 41. 

> R. J. Morgentbau in Toytaee and History, p. 193. In the same context, Morgenthau 
points out that 'scientific' history is 'unproblematie in detail but a problm in its very 
conception of history*. It is, he suggests, an epistemolc«tcal impossibility to study one 
civilisation objectively from an observation-post in another civilisation. If Burckh^t’s 
idea of history is right, ‘the great achievement of Mr. Toynbee as a historian lies in that 
ven subjectivity that is the horror of scientific historiography*. 

The would-be scientific and objective historians have, it would seem, been caught in 
a trap. Their pursuit of sdenttfic objectivity bat led them, at we have seen, to inwt on 
the uniqueness of the human phenomena that are studying. But, as Erdmarm points 
out, a belief in the uniqueness of individuili^ implies a denial of the belief in the uni¬ 
formity of human nature, and this denial, in its turn, leads to an tfiSrmation of relativity 
that applies to the persoiulity of the historian himself. ‘His torio gr a phy becomes its own 
subject-matter (Dm Gssehimtsschreibung taird sich selbst sum GegefUiand)’ —as it has 
become for Gooch and Butterfield and CoUingwood, for iiutance. ' “Historism” 
(ffistorwma) and “existential” philosophy are expressions of the same intellectual 
process in two different provinces of study* (K. D. Erdmann in Artkio fUr Kulturgt- 
tehiehu, xxxiii. Band, H^ 2 (i 95 z), PP* i 7 S- 4 i). 

In the same article (on p. 102) Erdinann remarks that the nalvetd of my approach to 
history has saved me from inhibiting myself by ‘ruminating in a broad way about the 
"ifr” and the “buts” of the [epistemological] problems involved in an undertaking like’ 
mine. J admit to the nalvetj of my first approach, and I agree with Erdmann's ironical 
comment that it gave me the hardihood to rush in where a philocophicBUy aop^ticated 
angel might have feared to tread. Now that my naXvetd has allows me to produce ten 
volumes, I can afiFbrd, in the present volume, to let myself consider the epistemological 
problem of relativity. 



RELATIVITY IN STUDYING HUMAN AFFAIRS 51 
facts has not changed to anything like the extent that would be rcqturcd 
if this change m our modem Western knowledge of the facts was to be 
taken as explaining the successive changes in the appearance of these 
facts to our modem Western eyes. There have been no losses of know¬ 
ledge; we have preserved all our previous knowledge intact; and, in 
spite of our archeologists’ magnificent achievements in bringing to 
light buried buildup, works of art and technology, and inscriptions, 
the consequent additions to our knowledge have not been very great— 
at any rate not great enough to account for the continual changes in our 
view of Hellenic history. The changes in the appearance of the picture 
have been brought about, not by changes in the historical facts or in our 
knowledge of them, but by successive changes in the position of the 
modem observer. The only light that we can throw on the past is the 
light of our own experience, ^y historian will inevitably be living and 
working in a particular social milieu at a particular stage of its develop¬ 
ment, and his own situation will make him sensitive to some features in 
a past situation and blind to others. In recent centuries our experience 
in the West has been changing, from one generation to another, suffi¬ 
ciently to produce appreciable changes in the distribution of our sensi¬ 
tive spots and our blmd spots. Nineteenth-century Western students of 
Hellenic history were sensitive, for instance, to the constitutional aspect 
of Greek and Roman political life, and particularly to manifestations of 
democracy; their twentieth-century successor’s eye is caught by the 
economic facet of Greek and Roman life and by manifestations of bureau¬ 
cracy and dictatorship. Different features of an unchanging landscape 
appear to be the salient features in each successive generation. In each 
case these things that seem to stand out from the rest are things whose 
significance has been brought home to the historian by his o^vn ex¬ 
perience in his own day.* 

Westerners of the present generation feel that, in these recent 
centuries, the Western way of life has been changing at a pace that has 
been accelerating until it has now become uncomfortably fast. Yet the 
West has been singular, and fortunate, in having been free to move at its 
own pace. No outsiders have been setting its pace for it. In contrast to 
the Western {>eoples, all other p>eopIes in the World have been having 
their pace set for them, during these same recent centuries, by the 
West. They have been having to try to catch up with the West in the 
field of the West’s own specie achievements in order to hold their own 
against the West. So in recent times the non-Westem World’s pace, 

< This point h*s been well taken by B«^y. ‘E«*ecy human activity must find its ozifin 
in preaent human needs' (op. ch., p. ^). ‘Ea^ generation must find its own intetpretera, 
the hiatorians who will show how the past can be related to the new needs and problems 
of the day* (ibid., p. 49). In other words, 'all true history is contemporaw history* 
(B. Croce: Ttoria a Stona daJla Storiografia (Bari 1917. Laterza), p. 4). F. A. Hayek, too. 
holds that ‘we . . . study particular events because they have contributed to create tbe 
particular environment in which we live, or because they are part of dial environment' 
(Tht Cataitar-Ravolutian of Saienet, p. 70). At the tame time, Hayek rightly contesa the 
doctrine diat all t^torical knowled^ ia naeatuoily relative. ‘The k«nel of truth in the 
asaerdon about tbe reUu\*ity of historical knowledge ia that historians will at different 
times be interested in different objects, but not that they will necessarily hold different 
views sbout tbe same object’ (op. cit., p. 70). Yet, though this is not inevitable, it can 
happen and has, in fact, nappffied frequendy. 
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by comparison with the West’s pace, has been revolutionary. This means, 
among other things, that in our day a Russian or a Muslim or a Hindu 
or a Chinese or a Japanese has b<^n having to make far more drastic 
revisions of his view of the past—particularly his own society*8 past— 
than any tha t a Westerner has had to make in his view of the Hellenic 
past. The facts of Russian, Muslim, Indian, and East Asian history have 
not changed, any more than the facts of Hellenic history have changed. 
But the modem African or Asian or Russian observer has had to move 
still faster and farther, between one generation and another, than the 
contemporary Western observer has. 

This inherent relativity of the historical kind of observation has been 
brought to our attention by the world-wide acceleration of the pace of 
social and cultural change in the current age. But this is not the first 
instance within our knowledge. We know of previous revolutions that 
have produced comparable changes between the pre-revolutionary and 
the post-revolutionary view of the past. After the ‘epoch-making’ over¬ 
throw of the Achaemenian Empire by Alexander the Great and the 
consequent incorporation of Egypt and South-West Asia in the Hellenic 
World, Hellenic historians—for example, Polybius and Diodorus among 
those whose works have partially survived—looked back on the pre- 
Alexandrinc age of Hellenic history with different eyes from Thucy¬ 
dides’ or even Herodotus’s. Herodotus had a lively curiosity about the 
ways of life in the regions that Alexander w’as subsequendy to bring 
under Hellenic dominadon, but the pre-conquest and post-conquest 
Hellenic pictures of these non-Hellenic civilizations were not the same. 
After a subsequent religious revolution in the Hellenic World, Hellenic 
converts to Christianity conflated the traditional Hellenic picture of 
world history, as presented in the works of pre-Christian post-AIexan- 
drine Hellenic historians, with the traditional Jewish picture of world 
history, as presented in the Jewish holy scriptures, which the Christian 
Church had incorporated in its Bible, and they transformed both these 
pictures not only by conflating them but also by reinterpreting them in 
terms of the Christian conception of God’s plan leading from the 
Creation to the Last Things. After yet another religious revolution of 
comparable magnitude, Christian and Zoroastrian converts to Islam 
simikriy reinterpreted in Islamic terms the traditional picture of pre- 
Islamic history that they had inherited from their non-Muslim forebears. 
At the present day we can watch converts to Communism at work on 
reinterpreting in Marxian terms the traditional pictures of past history 
that have hitherto held the field in the West and in the domains of the 
other living civilizations. 

These kdeidoscopic changes in the appearance of the past illustrate 
the problem of relativity which besets historians, anthropologists, 
sociologists, economists, and other students of human affairs—^not 
least, perhaps, the psychologists. It is the same problem that besets 
astronomers, physicists, and other students of non-human nature. 
Whatever the nature of the object that is under observation, a human 
observer is incapable of seeing it with the imaginary detachment of an 
inconceivable outsider. If his study is physical science, he can see the 
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physical cosmos only with the eye of one mobile hu man participart in 
an, apparent network of physical events that is perpetually changing its 
configuration in time«space. If he is a student of hu man affairs, he can 
sec these only as a perpetually unfolding human drama. In every case his 
view of the past will be conditioned by the ever-changing position of his 
own present observation-point. Relativity is a limitation that is imposed 
on human studies in all fields by the very nature of the situation in 
which a conscious human mind finds itself; and it is a situation from 
which there is no escape. 

In this matter of relativity the student of human afi^rs is in the same 
boat as the student of non-human nature; but the boat is partitioned by 
a bulkhead, and, on the humanist’s* side of this, there are two holes in 
the boat’s hull, not just one. Like the physicist, the humanist has the 
problem of relativity to cope with, but he has also to cope with the 
problem of bias; and from this the physicist seems to be exempt. 

The physicist has to contend with the difficulty that the measure¬ 
ments which he registers of objects, events, or relations between objeas 
or events in the physical cosmos will vary according to the speed with 
which he and his measuring-instrument are apprcMiching towards, or 
receding from, the thing that he is trying to measure. TWs fluctuation 
that complicates the physicist’s work is a mental occurrence, but it 
occurs oifly at the ob^rvational and interpretative level, that is to say 
at the intellectual level. The unavoidable play of relativity makes the 
physical objects of his study intellectually elusive for the physicist, as 
it ^80 makes human affairs elusive for the humanist. But the physical 
scientist does not also have to contend, as the student of human ^airs 
does, with discriminatory judgements of value and with partisan reac¬ 
tions of feeling for or against the objects of his study. In the physical 
scientist’s field the objects are non-human, even when they are not 
inanimate, and this means that, in the psyche of a human student of them, 
they do not evoke ‘affective’ feelings or value judgements. The physical 
scientist is unlikely to catch himself admiring or loving this or that 
nebula, solar system, molecule, atom, or electron and despising or hating 
this or that other one. It requires quite a feat of scientific engineering to 
bring a remote nebula or even a close-up electron within the field of the 
observer’s perception. Any specimen is welcome grist to his intellectual 
mill; but all si>ecimens leave him emotionally and morally indifferent. 
On the level of feeling and val\iation they arc all one to him. By con¬ 
trast, the student of human affairs has an ethical and emotional problem 

* The word 'humtnist’ is used ia thu volume in itt literal meaning of a ‘atudwt of 
human affairs’, without the impUution, which it aomettmea carrio, of a i^Uef, in the 
humanist'a mind, that human uaiis can and oyght to be atudied in exclusively human 
terms, without taking account of religious belien in the ewtence and intervenbon of 
a spiritual presence or preaencea higher than Man. To describe this pmnt of view, I shall 
be using the words ‘radonaliam’ and ‘rattonaliat*. Of course, a humanist can be a ratien* 
aliat as well, juat as a 'Germanist’—^he German term for a student of Teutonic antiquities 
—can also be a holder of the beli^ that the Teutons are 'the ixMster race’ (nem«- 
voUi). The German#’ Eeglish fellow Teutotis find this German belief quaint (though 
some English people actually hold it with an un-German unselfconscioxisness). But if 
Teutonolatry is ridi^ous, can anthropolstry escape the same charn? Does the notwo 
of a fftrrerwolk become any less fantastic when h is extended to the human race at large 
instead of being confined to the Teutonic fraction of it? 
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as well as an intellectual one to contend with. The objects of his study 
are human beings of like passions with himself. And it is impossible for 
one human being to think about another human being, present or 
absent, living or dead, without also having feelings alwut him and 
passing judgements on him. He either likes him or dislikes him; regards 
him as beti^ either beneficent or maleficent; feels him to be either a 
friend or an enemy; judges his actions to have been cither right or 
wrong; and appraises his character as being either good or bad, either 
. righteous or wicked.* 

We may say with our lips that, when we are making an historical study 
of our fellow human beings, we suspend our moral judgements and 
suppress our feelings; but, if we fancy that we can do that, we arc de¬ 
ceiving ourselves.* ‘All interpretations of human events which profess to 

* Ad homuttm, the Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. notes that my ‘histortcal and ethical judg- 
menta intedock. He is sure, for instance, that earthly militancy ruins a reli^on. As moral 
theologian he is sure that it ought and as historian he notes that it usually has’ 
{Tfu InUnt oj Toy*ibt*'i History: A Apprtmt^. T. A. Sumberg ot^rva 

thet. ‘by ... yiel<ung to the pressure of his personal predilections, Toynbee makes his 
reader acutely aware of how time and space limit a hiatonan’a vision—a fact which he 
laments ao audibly with respect to other historians’ (,Sodal Rtstareh, vol. 14, No. 3 
(September, i947)> pp. a67'«4). F. Borkciuu, too, cridcizes me for moralmng (in 
Commmta^, May, 19^5, pp. A. L. Krocber6nds my mind old-fashionod ‘in 

founding its syatm of the ultimate intercretsdoo of human history on explanadons 
through character and morals. TTierefore tne distinctive and differential qualitiea of his 
civilizations are largely missed or ignored’ (.StyU and CitnHsatunu, p. la?). 

On the other hand. Father M. C. D’Ar^ draws the distinction that 1 have drawn 
above. ‘In science the subjeet matter does not call for moral judgment, and the emotions 
of the scientist are not engaged. But the subject matter of history is human conduct. 
Moreover, the historian cannot divest himself entirely of his feelings and beliefs; and, if 
he were to try to do so, be would blind himself to whst is the nature of human acdon’ 
(The Sente of History, p. 167). 

Robert Redfield, too, bcdds that we cannot study human conduct without placing 
valuea on it (fThe iV uwi l t oe World and its Transfortnaiions, pp. 139-41). 'It is easy enotigh 
to be objective towards objects; but the human individuu rehues to be only an object. 
When be is there before you, he insists on being judged as human beings tre judgM in 
life, if not in science’ (ibid., p. 152). Redfield’s view u derived from his own experience 
as a field anthropolo^t. 'In the very necessity to describe the native, one must feel for 
him—or perhaps against him. The teelings are mixed with valuations. In Indian com¬ 
munities m which I have worked, 1 have found myself constantly liking and disliking 
some people as compared with others, and acme aspects of the total culture as compared 
with others. . .. Objectivity ... requires me to bwome aware of the valuea I have that 
may lead me in one direction rather than another.... But I do not think that it asks me 
that I divest m^eU of the human qualities, including valuing. I could not do my work 
without them’ (ibid., p. 154). ‘In me, man and anthropologist do not separate them¬ 
selves sharply’ (ibid., p. 165^ 

On this poio^ M. C. Swabey takes the same view as Father D'Arcy and Robert Red- 
field. ‘To a far greater extent than in science .. . the historian’s compilation of facts 
reflects the sociu backgrowd and preferences of the compiler. Not only is be, like the 
scientist, pert of the physical world, but in a far more intunate way he (s part of a par¬ 
ticular soeiety* (Thejuagnunt 0/ History, p.a33). ‘In aaenae, history ia always concerned 
with the pr^ervation of values.... Everywhere scales of prmrence and importance are 
woven into its accounts’ (^ibid., p. 55). The role that is characteristic of the historian is the 
judtdal one (ibid., p. 238). In awab^s view, however, valuation is an insqparable con- 
conutaot of study even where the object of study is non-human nature. She pillories 
‘ the falsity of trying to exclude values mm the method and content of knowledge' (ibid., 
p. 241). ‘Valuation ... is omnipresent in experience. ... All tUeged knowledge (not 
excepting the scientifie) ia essentially evaluative.... Aocmtance of a framework of values 
as authentic presuppositions is the condition of natural knowledge’ (ibid., p. 2|0). 

> ‘The approach to history which will be advocated here b essenti^y aestheuc rather 
than moral. It involves a sympathy with tbin« as they are, rather than as they ought to 
be. It is the point of view of the scientist or me taint as opposed to that of the political 
or religious reformer' |R. Bsgby: Cultvre and History, p. 48). In the present writer’s 
judgement, Bagby usually bils to live up to this claim when Ke touches on the subject of 
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exclude ethics actually smuggle in uncritical ethical judgments.’* 
Feelings and judgements are inherent in all relations i^tween one 
human being and another.* This is, of course, generally recognized in 
the case of relations that are competitive: e.g. personal rivalries, business 
competition, litigation, political contests, war. Perhaps there is an ele¬ 
ment of competition in all the relations of practical life. But it may be 
asked whether it is really impossible to be unemotional and uncensorious 
in one’s attitude toward one’s fellow human beings when one’s relation 
towards them takes the form, not of action, but of study. Is not this a 
relation in which the observer’s personal interests are not engaged, even 
if the people whom he is studying are his living contemporaries? A 
fortiori, if they arc now dead, and have been dead for hundreds or 
thousands of years, caiuiot the historian study them with the emotional 
and ethical indifference that comes so easy to the physicist in his study 
of his electrons and his galaxies?* This question is answered in the 


religion. lo the»e pusaj^ there is an animus thowiag through a cloak of irony; Bagby 
has not really got rid of the religious reformer in himself; he has turned him inside out, 
but he is stiU transparently the Old Adam. 

The approach attempted by Bagby is also proposed by G. A. Birks in a letter to me of 
23rd January. 1949. He suggests 'eliminating all values' on the ground ‘that they are 
irrelevant in any connexion in any scientific inquiry, and harmful Doth to the pursuit of 
truth and to its acceptance. Other sciences have found it difficult to eliminate them, but 
have found new vitality after doing ao: e.g. chemistiy (long preoccupied with the 
“precious" metala) and astronomy (with its former bus towsras “perfect" circular 
motion).* It is undoubtedly true that, in the study of non-human affoirt. the introduction 
of human valuea is out of place and that there is everything to be gained by getting rid of 
this incongruous and connuiog importation. But it does not follow that human values 
can similarly be eliminated foom the study of humsn affsits. In my belief the suggested 
analogy of the sciences dealing with non-human nature does not hcud good on this point. 

However, Trinksus hts crittcoed me on the ground that I have achieved what appears 
to me to be Bagby’a aim. According to Trinkaus, the comparative method of atuay that 
I have followed has broadened the view of history, but this at the cost of taking the 
element of value and purpooe out of our view of ourselves (ScUjk* and Htstorv, vol. xii. 
No. 1 (t94S), p. 221}. This judgement seems hardly compatible with Sumbergs cited on 
p. 54 in footnote i. One of the two must surely be mistaken. I myself agree with Stun- 
be^. 

t M. R. Cohen: Th* Mtamtti of Human HUUrry, p. 287. 

> Frederick Schuman is recognizing this truth wh» he commends me (in Tht Natum, 
6th November, 1954) for ‘boldly msung judgmena and seeking no refuge in specious 
detachment’. 

s Sorokin seems to imply that we can achieve this scientific detachment in studying 
human affiurs, for he crioctxcs my account of the rises and falb of dvilizationt on the 
ground that I have presented evaluative formulae of progress and regress but not true 
formulae of change A. Sorokin in Toynbo* and History, p. 180. Cp. p. 183). Yet it is 
not easy to find formulae of change that 00 not carry connotations of value. In my series 
of four terms—‘genesis', ‘growtlv, ‘breakdown*, ‘disintegration’—the Isat three, at soy 
rate, obviously imply that ^ changes described by them involve gains or losses in value. 
In applying mis scheme to Egyptisc history, I applied my term ‘breakdown* to the stage 
in which 'the Old Kingdom went to pieces, and my term ‘disintegrstion' M all that 
followed a^r—fobelUng ‘the Middle unpire' and 'the New Empire as ‘rallies' which 
temporarily arrested process of 'ditintegratien' but did not ultimately reverse it. 
This appUcstioo of my schme has been courteously but firmly rejected by J. A. Wilson 
in Th« Burdtn of Egypt {Chicufi 1951, University of Chicago Prm), p. 32, foomote 12. 
Wilson ia one of the foremost living authorities on the l^yptiac Civfl^tion, and, in the 
light of his criticams and others, I have reconsider^ and revised, in the present volume, 
my previous view of the structure of Egyptiac history. At the same tune, I find that 
V^Uon’s own picture of tl^ resembles mine in carrying with it connotations of value. In 
\\^on's morphology of Egyptisc history, the two penods of political disunity between 
‘the Old Kingdom’ and ‘the wddle Empire' and between 'the Middle Empire' and ‘the 
New Empire^ are labelled respectively ‘the First Intermediate Period’ and ‘the Second 
Imermeoiau Period’. Thtee labela are, of coune, correct ia the sense that tbese^ wo 
periods of polit»(^ disunity were ia truth intermediate between three periods of political 
unity. But It is equally true that those three periods of political unity were intermediate 
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negative by the evidence of a classical test case in which the conditions 
have been as favourable to the possibility of indifference as they could 
ever conceivably be. It is also answered in the negative by a considera¬ 
tion of the nature of Man and the consequent nature of relations between 
human beings. 

This identical finding of deductive reasoning and empirical observa¬ 
tion cannot, I believe, ^ gainsaid. But, if it cannot, that is not the last 
word; it is an indication that we are face to face with a problem that 
we can neither evade nor ignore. If we come to the conclusion that 
feelings and judgements cannot be eliminated from human relations, 
even when these take the relatively anodyne form of a scholar’s academic 
exercise, this does not constrain us also to conclude that there are no 
steps that we can and ought to take for coping with this particularly 
awkward feature of the human situation. There are possible steps that 
can be at any rate partially effective; and we must consider these, with the 
earnest intention of taking them. But we shall be in a better position to 
do this when we have fully faced the difficulty of the task. 

Let us examine, as our test case, w'hether it has actually proved pos¬ 
sible to be emotionally and ethically indifferent when one Is studying, 
and writing about, some controversial personality. Let us rule out the 
living: Mr. Khrushch6v, for instance, and Mr. Nixon and Pandit Nehru 
and Colonel Gamal ‘Abd-al-N§sir. The negative answer to our question 
would be obtained too easily on these tests. Let us also rule out the 
recently dead: John Foster Dulles, for instance, and Franklin D. Roose¬ 
velt, Stalin, and Hitler. These personalities still arouse the feelings and 
evoke the judgements that they aroused and evoked in their lifetimes. 
Let us even rule out controversial figures that have been dead now for 
some time, but whose sotUs go marching on: such posthumously potent 
personalities as John Brown and Karl Marx and Cdvin and Luther. Let 
us take the Egyptian Pharaoh Ikhnaton, who lived and died in the four¬ 
teenth century B.C., and let us remind ourselves of his extraordinary 
history. 

Ikhnaton stood for a revolution^ in every important sphere of cul¬ 
tural and spiritual life: in literature, in art, and, above all, in religion. 
This made him an acutely controversial figure in his lifetime; and, when 
his opponents regained the upper hand after his death, they vented 
their hatred of him by chiselling out his name from his inscriptions and 

b«tween four periods of polittcel disunity. Thus it would hsve been equally logical to 
label the periods of unity 'intermediate', and to call the periods of disunity by some 
descriptive name: let ua say, 'periods of lo^ libert/. Why has )A^lson ebeoen to call 
these pmods of local Hberw ‘intermediate* and given deacriptive names to the interven¬ 
ing periods in which local Qberty was restricted or even suppressed ? Surety his termino¬ 
logy has been determined by an unspoken v^ue-jud^ement. Wilson evidently thinks of 
the Miiods of political uniw as beirig the ‘great* penoda of Egratisc history, and thinks 
of the periods of political dtsunity as being ton^wrary lapses rmm the ide^. 

* It is beat to use this form of words, because it avoids begging the <^ueation whether 
Ikhnaton was the real author and initiator of the revolutioo associated his name and 

his reign, or whether he was a stalking-horse, f^ure-head, or puppet who was manipu¬ 
lated and ex{Joited by other people. The evi^nce for answeruw this question with 
certainty may never come into our hands. But it is certain that Ikhnaton became the 
symbol of the revolution in the minds of both his colUboratoia and his opponents, and 
tnia undisputed fact is all that is needed to make his history a relevant test case for our 
present purpose. 
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by blackening his memory. Ikbnaton was remembered vividly in his 
own world as an arch-criminal so long as the Egyptiac Civilization 
lasted. But it did not last for more than about sixteen hundred years 
after Ikhnaton’s death. In and after the third century of the Christian 
Era, i«ople in Egypt began to forget how to write and read any of their 
traditional scripts. The memory of the whole history of Pharaonic 
Egypt was almost entirely lost; and, for the next sixteen himdred years, 
there was no one alive in the World who knew that such a person as 
the once notorious Ikhnaton had ever existed. Then, in the nineteenth 
century, modern Western scholars deciphered the Egyptiac scripts, and 
in the eighteen-eighties they dug up Ikhnaton’s arcUves and published 
them. So, after having been buried in oblivion for sixteen centuries, 
Ikhnaton became notorious again; and, as soon as this happened, the 
challenging personality that he had been, or at any rate had been taken 
to be by his contemporaries, quickly aroused something of the same 
passion, for him and against h^, among modem scholars in Western 
countries as it had aroused in his lifetime in Egypt. 

This example—and it is only one of a number that could be cited— 
shows that ^e problem presented to students of human af^rs by 
feelings and judgements is not a problem that is solved automatically by 
the mere passage of time. We do not find it surprising that a challenging 
personality like Franklin D. Roosevelt’s should still be arousing pas¬ 
sionate feelings when the hero or villain has been dead for no more than 
sixteen years. But, if we assume that such feelings were then still haunting 
his memory simply because he had been in the land of the living so 
recently, we are not facing the problem of bias squarely. The case of 
Ikhnaton indicates that ^s problem will always dog the historian, 
however remote in time and place the human object of his study may be. 

But we do not have to depend on an induction from historical evidence 
to convince us that, in the study of human affairs, the elimination of 
feelings and Judgements is impracticable. The cogent proof of this 
proposition lies in the ODnsideration that, if we did succeed in making 
ourselves emotionally and morally indifferent to a human being whom 
we were studying, we should have thereby made it impossible for us 
to go on studying him as a human being. To be human means being 
morally responsible and therefore responsive to moral judgements— 
other people’s judgements and one’s own judgements—about oneself. 
It also means being emotionally sensitive to feelings about oneself— 
one’s own feelings and other people’s. However exasperating or crush¬ 
ing other people’s feelings and judgements about oneself may be, it is 
not so painful to have to bear them as it would be desolating to be re¬ 
lieved of them ; for, however hostile and unfavourable they may be, they 
are certificates that one is still being regarded as human by one’s fellow 
human beings; and, so long as one really is human, life would be in¬ 
tolerable if these certificates of one’s humanity were to be withdrawn. 

Human beings smile when they sec a dog vindictively break his teeth 
on a stone against which he has stubbed his toe. Only a poor brute 
beast, we reflect, would be so irrational as to mistake an inanimate 
object for a responsible agent who could be taught a lesson or at least be 
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made to pay for his offence. Xerxes has earned undying derision by his 
canine folly in Hogging the waters of the Dardanelles as a punishment for 
their having carried away his bridges. Such childishness, we feel, is 
beneath a grown>up human being’s dignity. Human adults do not bite 
stones or nog waves. And, if they are attacked by a non>human living 
creature—a shark, say, or a man-eating tiger, or a bacillus—they do not 
feel the anger and indignation that they would feel if they were being 
attacked by a human assailant. They just try to save their lives, as they 
would if they were being imperilled by a fire or a shipwreti or an 
avalanche. Again, they do not think it reasonable to resent or con¬ 
demn the bcluviour of a fellow human being who has gone out of his 
mind or become senile, and they feel that allowances ought to be made 
for infants and invalids. 

These attitudes are rational and humane, but they are not compli¬ 
mentary. They imply a recognition that the fellow human being who 
ben^ts by them ^ permanently or temporarily lost, or has not yet 
gained, the priceless gift of being completely human. As the invalid 
recovers and the infant grows up, the indulgence granted to them is 
progressively withdrawn, and its withdrawal is not an act of inhumanity; 
on Uie contrary, it is the recognition of the recovery or attainment of 
fiill hximan moral stature, with its corollary, full human moral respon¬ 
sibility. The spectacles of lunacy and dotage are harrowing because 
here there is no expectation of recovery; and, for human beings, the 
continuance of mere physical life without human rationality and re¬ 
sponsibility is a fate far worse than physical death. Perhaps 1 have now 
oemonstrated ray thesis that complete emotional and moral indifference 
towards a human object of study would enable this study to become 
entirely objective at the cost of making it utterly impossible. It would 
mean ^at the object of study had ceased to be human in the student’s 
eye, and this, in turn, would mean that there was no longer a human 
relation between the two parties. If, on these terms of emotional and 
moral indifference, the study could continue at all, it could only be on 
the basis of treating the object of study as an automaton, and this would 
surely deprive the study of all further significance and value. 

How, ^en, are we to cope with our feelings and judgements about 
human beings whom we are trying to study, when we have faced the 
truth that we cannot cope with feelings and judgements by eliminating 
them ? Clearly we cannot be content j\ist to take note of this question 
without trying to find an answer to it. We must try, because these feelings 
and judgements that it is impossible to eliminate are not, on that account, 
necessarily justifiable. Per^ps they might be if the rationality that 
gives dignity to human nature were complete and all-pervasive. Un- 
happily, as we well know, rationality is only one facet of a human 
psy^e; another of its facets is its self-centredness, and this is a vice 
which is capable of Wtiatiog any feelings and judgements and which 
therefore renders all feelings and judgements suspect. 

For example, a person’s feelinp and judgements about another 
person with whom he happens to be in competition or in conflict are 
rightly suspect in the eyes of everyone else, and also in the eyes of the 



RELATIVITY IN STUDYING HUMAN AFFAIRS $$ 
person who is experiencing the feelings and making the judgements, if 
he hM any capacity at all for introspection and reflection. It is a sound 
working rule to presume, unless and until convincing evidence has been 
produced to the contrary, that a human being is self-centredly pre¬ 
judiced in his own favour. But self-centredness in the singular is not 
the only form of the vice. There is also self-centredness in the plural.’ 
In Arabic there is a word for it: nahniyah, which, in Western languages 
that draw on Latin to extend their vocabularies, can be translated 
literally by coining the word ‘nosism’, as a plural for the singular word 
‘egotism’ which is already well established. Self-centredness is perhaps 
even more difficult to cope with in its plural form than it is in the sin¬ 
gular, because in the plural it is both more insidious and more potent. 

It is more insidious because, when a human being is acting self- 
centredly, ixot solely on his individual account, but in the name of his 
family, parish, nation, state, or church, he can delude himself into 
imagining that he is acting on behalf of something that is not only 
greater than himself but is outside himself, and that therefore he is 
acting altruistically and even self-sacriflcingly—as, for instance, when 
he risks, and perhaps loses, his life by serving his country as a soldier. 
In reality, of course, when I have expanded my singular *me’ into our 
plural *us', my singular is still contained in our plural. The act of 
changing the grammatical number of my self-centredness has not 
disengaged me from it; it has actually made it more difficult for me to 
cope with by giving me a plausible ground for imagining that I have 
disengaged myself uom it, though I have not. 

Self-centredness is also far more dai^rous in the plural than it is in 
the singular. Someone who is pursuing his singular self-interest may 
be checked by a guit^ conscience and a sense of shame in himself, even 
before he draws on himself the disapproval and opposition of his neigh¬ 
bours, who, collectively, are likely to be able and ea^r to keep him 
within bounds. Someone who is pursuing a plural self-interest will be 
more prone to feel self-righteous; he will also have collaborators whose 
fellow feelings will confirm his confidence in the righteousness of his 
cause; and Ac collective power Aat he and Aey can jointly apply for 
putting their self-centred aim into action will be immeasurably stronger 
Aan the power of each of Aem acting individually. 

If it were conceivable that Man’s pre-human ancestors could have 
become fully human without having become social beings in Ae process, 
a completely human but at Ac same time utterly solitary individual 
would be one of Ae weakest of living creatures, because, in isolation, 
he would not be able to take much advantage of Ae potentialities of 
power latent in Ac freedom and Ae grasp of his hands, in Ae stereo¬ 
scopic vision of his co-ordinated pair of eyes, and in the intelligence of 
his exquisitely organized brain. Robinson Crusoe managed to bring 

I This importint point hss been well tsken by M. C. Swtbey. 'Eaot^ ... U by no 
means lacking in aocut scope, since a man's Mlf-interest tends w be as wide as the circle 
on which he depends' Judgment of Ilittory, p. 430). ‘Socisl consciousness is never 
free from self-love, and experience plainly showa now a man may be “soetalised in the 
service of a group without at all relinquishing self-love as his supreme vshie.... A grnt 
gulf sepsratea our fellow-feeling for the existent members of our society from respect for 
the dignity of Man’ (ibid., p. 144). 
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ashore with him, out of the wreck, a fair sample of the material equip¬ 
ment that was the cumulative product of human co-operative enterprise 
up to date, and he also inherited the accumulated knowledge of the use 
of such tools as he had. Thus, even when marooned on his island, he 
was by no means isolated in reidity; he was isolated only in the present; 
he still shared in the common heritage from the past. Yet, even so, he 
was constantly finding that the absence of present companions set dis¬ 
concerting limits to his power—as, for instance, when he had used his 
tools and his skill successfully to build a big boat in the well-timbered 
interior of his island, without having remembered that it would need the 
muscle-power of more human beings than one to move the completed 
boat down to the >^ter’8 edge. 

Co-operation enormously increases the possibility of turning to ac* 
count Man’s potentialities for exerting power. Accordingly, a human 
beings self-centred pursuit of self-interest can be far more effective, 
besides being likely to be less conscience-stricken and therefore less 
hesitant, when the first person of the active verb is in the plural number. 
This consideration applies to relations of all kinds between human 
beings: to the study of human affairs no less than to the so-called prac¬ 
tical kinds of human social activity. This point is particularly pertinent 
to our present inquiry, because so large a part of the study of human 
affairs is concerned with Man in the plural, not in the singular. 

How are we to deal with these feelings and judgements that always 
assert themselves in us when we are studying human affairs, however 
apparently remote these may be from ourselves and from our own in¬ 
terests ? We cannot afford not to do battle with our self-centredness in 
both the singular and the plural. The degree to which we succeed in 
extricating ourselves from it gives the measure of the level of our know¬ 
ledge and understanding of a universe which, in reality, does not centre 
on us.‘ The first step is to try to drag our feelings and judgements up 
into the full light of our consciousness and to try to see them as they 
are.^ The effort demanded by this undertaking is a moral as well as an 
intellectual one. Unless we can bear sclf-mor^cation, we shall not be 
able to carry self-examination to the necessary painful lengths. Without 
humility there can be no illuminating self-knowledge. In Fact the moral 
and the intellectual effort must go hand in hand, and, in both aspects, 
the enterprise is difficult and strenuous. However able, open-minded, 

* See M. C. Swebey: Thtjtidgmtnt of Hittory, pp, 5-6. 

> The need for such self-extrrunstion hss bem wid«y recognized. See, for instance, 
the passage quoted on p. 20 from K. R. Pemper’s Th* Poverty of Historieitm, p. 152. 
‘A perfect objectivity is, no doubt, impossible, but it must always be our goal, and we 
should do well to become fully conscious of our individusl biases in order to be able to 
discount them ounelves and to help others to do so’ (Bagby. op. dt., p. 4). safe¬ 
guard against bias is not to indulge m useless resolutions to m free fnm bias but rather 
to explore one's pre-conceptions, to make them explicit, to consider their altemacives, 
and thus to multiply the numb^of hypotheses available for the apprehension of his¬ 
torical signtfiesneo' (Cohen, op. cit, p. 80. Cp. p. 115). The neeo for awareness of 
bias . . . rests on the widely accepts psycholomcal tnMry that selecdvicy in the in¬ 
dividual’s response to any stimulus is unavoidable. The remedy proposed psycholo¬ 
gists is not to strive to eliminate the element of sdectivicy, not to assume that by careful 
attention one can become an objective recording machine, but rather to defrne the basis 
for aelectioo’ (Social Science Research Coundl’a Committee on Historiognphy's 
Report (* 954 ). P- Ss)- 
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and humble-hearted an inquirer may be in analysing himself, many of 
his fundamental prejudices—and these are the most warping prejudices 
of all—are likely to escape detection, just because they are buried at so 
deep a level of the subconsciotis abyss of the psyche. There are limits to 

human being’s ability to read the secrets of his own heart, however 
sincerely and valiantly he tries. So the enterprise of self-examination 
can never be carried through to complete success. This, however, is no 
argument for refraining from making the attempt; for it is not a case of 
all or nothing. Even the smallest advance in self-lmowledge is so much 
to the good. 

In any inquiry it is wise to make one’s approach by starting from what 
is least obscure. On this principle the most promising starting-point for 
an attempt to examine oneself would be to consider how one’s outlook 
has been affected by one’s education. The word 'education' should, 
of course, be construed in a broad enough sense to include, not just 
formal schooling, but the whole influence of one’s total social and cul¬ 
tural environment since one’s birth: the civilization, country, parish, 
and family into which one happens to have been born; one’s mother- 
tongue;* one’s parents’ religion, social class, and profession; one’s 
personal education, in the narrower sense of the w'ord,^ and profession 
in after life; and the extent of one’s acquaintance with other social and 
cultural milieux besides the one in which one has been brought up. 
One would then have to consider one’s reactions to these divers in¬ 
fluences. Has one accepted them unquestioningly and uncritically, or 
has one welcomed them enthusiastically, or has one resisted them, even 
to the extent of ‘leaning over backwards’ in a determination not to be 
governed by them? At this point one would be trying to observe the 
interaction between education and innate temperament. This interac¬ 
tion is so constant and so intense that it is not easy to distinguish and 
disentangle the two factors. As far as one could succeed in doing this, 
one would be able to insulate one’s temperament and analyse it. This 
would obviously be the most diflicult part of the inquiry. These 
psychological phenomena are obscure in themselves, and they concern 
the inquirer so intimately that, even if he were trying bona fide to bring 
them to light, he might misinterpret them unintentionally. 

A self-survey on some such lines, however inadequate, would be 
likely to suggest several useful reflections. It would immediately make 
one aware of the relativity of one's outlook to one's temperament and 
one’s environment. One’s temperament is the product of a particular 
combination of genes from one’s parents’ respective genetic heritages. 
The number of alternative possible combinations was very great, and 
each one of them would have produced a different temperament from 
that with which one happens to have been endowed by Nature’s 

I Bagby points out that *our own ideas and values are embodied in our language, and 
vet our language is the only tool we have with which to describe alien ideas snd values’ 
lCuJtw4 and aisfary, p. ipi). 

* If one has bad the ’clastteal’ education that, in most of the dvihsations, has been the 
usual form of higher location till quite recently, one would have to take account of the 
effect of an acquit classic laoguam or languages on one’s ideas and vsluea, besides 
the effect of one's mother-tongue. On this, see further the Annex, Ad Hominam, to 
Chapter II, pp. 575-605. 
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mathematical game of permutations and combinations. One’s actual 
temperament, which is the foundation of one’s personality, has been 
allotted to one casually by a biological mechanism which, from the 
human product’s standpoint, is a blind throw of the dice; and it has 
been singled out of a host of various possibilities ranging, perhaps, over 
most of me gamut of Theophrastus’s characters and Jung’s psychological 
types. 

The allotment to one of one’s social and cultural environment might, 
at first sight, seem less capricious. A child is the offspring of parents 
who must have been living in some particular environment at the time 
when the embryo was conceived; and, since most children are brought 
up by their parents, most of them al^ grow up in their parents’ en¬ 
vironment as a matter of course. This, however, is merely normal without 
by any means being inevitable. In the grim ^e through which people 
of our generation have been living since a.d. 1914, there have been many 
children in the World who, in early infancy, have lost their parents and 
have grown up as orphans, waifs, and strays, in quite different social and 
cultural surroundings from those in whi^ their parents brought them 
into the World. It is a well-known fact that these changelings luve been 
moulded by the actual environment in which they l^ve grown up to 
just the same extent as their contemporaries who have grown up in the 
same environment, not in consequence of a catastrophe, but for the 
normal reason that this was their parents’ environment. The Russian- 
born child of Russian-born parents that has been transported in early 
infancy to Portugal, and has been brought up there without any sub¬ 
sequent contact with parents and native land, will speak Portuguese as 
if that were its ‘mother-tongue’ and will take it for granted that Roman 
Catholic Christianity is the only true and saving faith. Conversely, the 
Portuguese-bom child of Portuguese parents that has been transported 
in early infancy to Russia and has been brought up there in instriation 
from its Portuguese origins will speak Russian as if that were its ‘mother- 
tongue’ and will take it just as much for granted that the true and 
saving faith is Communism. 

When once one has realized that one’s own standards, values, and 
oudook are the product of one’s heredity and one’s environment, and that 
they could and would have been different if a different heredity and 
environment had fallen to one’s lot, it becomes impossible to maintain 
a child’s naive assumption that its feelings are right, its judgements just, 
and its beliefs true in some absolute sense. This reco^don of the 
reladvity of any set of human standards and values—whether it is 
common to a group or is peculiar to an individual—should make one 
more distrustful and critical of one’s own set and at the same time more 
charitable and open-minded towards the sets that we find in other 
people. This may lead one to try to examine alien outlooks, values, and 
standards as dispassionately as one will have tried to examine one’s own 
in the first stage of the inquiry.* One will now inquire, as one vrill have 

t Btgby, in op. ch.. p. 3, submits that 'our personal prejudicea, even if expressed in 
the form of moiv jud^ents, are poor guides to the understanding of anythittg whatso¬ 
ever’. This dictum is true if, for the word ’whatsoever’, we substitute the wor^ ‘except 
oneself’. If we can detect our personal prejudices and face them, they will give us a clue 




RELATIVITY IN STUDYING HUMAN AFFAIRS 63 
inquired in one’s own case, what the circiunstances were in which these 
standards were acquired, and one will probably find that the circum¬ 
stances explain the standards to us by revealing to us why they seem 
right and just and reasonable to the people whose standards they are.* 

Any such change of attitude towards ourselves, and consequently 
towards our fellow human beings too, would evidently make for an 
improvement in human relations of all kinds. When the relation is an 
intellectual one—a study of human affairs by a human mind—it would 
be true to say that a recognition of the implications of relativity is a pre¬ 
requisite for achieving any results at all. 'Moralising is incompatible 
with historic insight.’^ So long as one is taking one's own standards as 
an absolute norm to which other people’s standards must measure up, 
one cannot begin to see these o^er people as they really are, or to 
appraise their standards at their real worth.’ This is evident when one 
is trying to make a comparative study of two or more persons other 
than oneself, or of two or more societies, cultures, or religions other 

to th« ^tortion* ia our men^ picture of pheooroent, and this clue will give ua a mean* 
for trying to tee the picture in aomething more like the true perspective. 

The tame point ia made by Bagby in Tbynie* ond History, p. 108. Bagby'a contribu¬ 
tion to this volume originally appeared in Tracer LiUrary SuppUrntnl and was there¬ 
fore published anozwmoust^ in accordance with the usuial practice ^ the T.Z,.S. On the 
day of publication, Bagby himself told me, at a public meeting, that he was the writer of 
the article. So I am frM to make it known that this article cornea from the same hand aa 
CuJturt and History, 

* 'If one man wiabea to understand and predict another's behaviour, be does not 
consider hia own preferences; be tries rather, in the common phrase, "to look at tMnga 
from the oOm man's point of view", to appreciate and aympathiae with kiu likes and dis¬ 
likes rather than to project hia own' (Bagby, op. mt., p. 3). In another passage (ibid., 
pp. 45-46), Bagby acutely diaeema the Omits of this nocaibility. 'We may be able to 
deaenbe more or leas objectively the behaviour or even we modvea of others to wlu^ we 
are indifferent; if we wuh to jtol their emodona, we must inevitably project into them 
aomething of ourselves. For this reason, our knowled^ of human beuin in the past, and 
for that matter in the present, is necessarily limited. We are inevitably ouaiden and 
mutt resign ourselves to that fact.’ Bagby alM poina out, however, that our own menal 
processes, including our ways of feeling as well aa our ways of thinking, do provide us 
with a 'model' for tnt^reting the menal processes of other people (ibid., p. 06). It goes 
without aeyin^ chat this 'modiu' which is derived from one’s own picture of oneself must 
be used discr&inatingly and cautiously if we are to avoid being misled by it. 

> W. den Boer in Toyn^M and History, p. 240. Cp. p. 242. 

s ’This point ia perhaps easier to take when the intellectual and moral misdemeanour 
is being committed, not by oneself, but by aoxneone else. We rightly feel that a trick has 
been played on us when we discover that the only surviving account of some dead person 
or extinct people presena them, not aa they really were, but aa they ha%‘e been portrayed 
by some vocal tmrd patty who has 'made a comer’ in the telling of the ale and has 
innocently or delil^naly taken tdvanta« of this opportunin to blacken the foce of his 
dumb neighbour in the picture of him that be has nanded down to poaterim 

T^o classic exampla am the Athenian picture of the Boeodana and the Israelite 
picture of the Philistines that have been transmitted to the Western World and have 
given the words 'Philistine' and 'Boeotian' uncomplimentary connoations in modem 
Wesam languages. The Philistines seem to have little chance of redras. Our modem 
archaeologiaa have not yet suoce^ed in giviig us much independent evidence about 
them to set against the upy picture given in the Old Taament. Tlie Boeotians—branded 
by Athenians aa 'Boeotian swine'—have mazuged to beemeath to us some telling 
evidence on their own beludf. Read Pindar’s odn and Pluarch^a biographical and philo¬ 
sophical essays, and look at a collection of graceful terracotta Tanagran figurines in 
some modem museum, and you will be astonished that, in the teeth of this evidence of 
the true nature of Boeotian culture, the Athenians should have succeeded in establishing 
their/oife conoenus. What the Athenian fable truly tells ua ia, not what the Boeotians were 
h'vA, but what their enemies the Athenians wtahra us to believe about them. 

Another example ia the Achaeana* picture of the Aetoliana, as painted in ihe surviving 
parts of Polybius’s woriu The Aetoliana’ case has gone by defoult. There is no surviving 
picture, either of the AetoUans themselves or of their Achaean rivals, from an AetoUan 
pen. 
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than one’s own.* And there is a valid and pertinent sense in which all 
study of human affairs is comparative study, for implicitly the inquirer 
is, aU the time, comparing his human objects of study with his human 
self, singular or plural. Open-mindedness, charity, and sympathy are 
not only signs of grace; they are priceless virtues. But, if one manages in 
some measure to acquire these virtues and to practise them, they lead 
one to the threshold of a problem for which they themselves do not 
provide any automatic solution. For it is not true that ‘tout comprendre 
est tout pardonner’. 

Suppose that one has now recognized the fallibility of one’s belief in 
the al^lute rightness of one’s own standards and in the consequent 
absolute wrongness of other people’s conflicting standards, one is con¬ 
fronted with Pilate’s question, ‘What is truth?’ It is clear that the two 
conflicting sets of standards cannot both be absolutely right, but this is 
no proof that either of them isabsolutelywrong,andall standards cannot 
be absolutely wrong; for if they were there would be no such thing as 
truth and therefore no possibiUty of judging between one set of stan¬ 
dards and another. Indeed, it seems impossible, ex kypothesi, that any 
set of standards can be totally wrong if it is the actual guiding rule of a 
group of human beings, or even just of one solitary individual. However 
perverse it may look in the sight of the rest of mankind, they cannot 
judge it to be totally wrong wi^out judging the people who live by it to 
be insane, or in other words non-human and therefore incapable of 
having any standards of a human kind. This must, it would seem, be 
so; for to lack any recognizable moral standard would be tantamount to 
laddng the sense of a distinction between right and wrong; and this 
sense is surely part of the essence of being human. A sane human person 
will still retain it, even if his standards strike other people as being pre¬ 
posterously wrong, and even if he deliberately and consciously violates 
his own standards, such as they are. 

It will be seen t^t the recognition of the relativity of human outlooks, 
standards, and values raises a difficult question. When one has admitted 
that his own standards are relative, can he have any intellectual basis 
or moral standing for passing judgements on someone else’s standards ? 
Logic answers this question in the negative; but experience rules this 
negative answer out by pointing to the unquestionable fact that Man is a 
social being; for there could be no human society if human beings had 
no capacity and no right to pass judgements on each other and, what 
is more, to put their judgements into action—^and we should be inhibited 
from doing either of these things if we did not believe, or rather take 
for granted, that our own stan^ds represent, however imperfectly, a 
generally valid standard, common to us and to our fellow human beings. 
If we believed that our own standards represented nothing but personal 
caprice or, at the widest, tribal custom, we should not have the face to 
make and execute judgements on the strength of them. This is obvious 
in the field of practice affairs; a belief in ffie general validity of moral 
standards is one of the necessary conditions for social relations; but it is 
also a necessary condition in the field of study; for study too is action in 

* S«e A. L. Kroeber; Tfu Naturt o/ Culture, p. 6. 
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a social setting.* It is true that we cannot study our fellow human beings’ 
standards int^igently unless we recognize that these have a value of 
their own which we should be misrepresenting if we insisted on inter¬ 
preting it in terms of ours. But it is iso true ^t, if our recognition of 
the relativity of all sets of standards were to lead us to the conclusion 
that we are not entitled to pass judgements on any of them, we should be 
debarring ourselves from miung any study of human ai^rs. ‘The 
problem of the validity of any historical classification involves a ques¬ 
tion of values and caimot be solved on purely logical or metaphysical 
grounds.’* We can regard each other, and study each other, as fellow 
human beings only on the assumption that, underlying the equivocal 
differences l^stween our relative points of view, there are some hinda- 
mental common standards in virtue of which we recognize each other 
as being members of one and the same human race. 

*When we speak of Man, we necessarily imply the presence of certain 
familiar mental categories. ... It follows, indeed, horn the nature of the 
evidence on which ^1 our historical knowledge is based, that history can 
never carry us beyond the stage where we can imderstand the working of 
the minds of the acting people because they are similar to our own. Where 
we cease to imderstand, where we can no longer recognize categories of 
thought similar to those in terms of which we think, l^tory ceases to be 
human history.’* 

*Just as facts cannot be divorced from some interpretation, so it seems 
impossible to divorce history from the imputation of values that are 
objective.* . . . Only by assuming an enveloping, transcultural pattern of 
values can we explain how judgments of praise and censure from ancient 
Egypt or Rome can be veridically comprehended by our contemporaries.’* 


In what cases ought we to pass judgement on the strength of our 
belief in the existence of such common human standards, and in what 
cases ought we to suspend judgement in deference to our recognition 
that some human standards, including some of our own, have only a 
relative validity ? Here there is no <2 pnori rule to guide us; we can only 
feel our way; and, all the time, we are perpctu^y being forced into 
taking a line by the pressure of events. Were the Roman authorities 
justifMd in forcibly suppressing the practice of human sacrifice in 
North-West Africa, or the Spanish authorities in forcibly suppressing 
it in Middle America? Were the British authorities in India justified in 
suppressing infanticide, suttee, and the self-immolation of the devotees 
who used to throw themselves under the wheels of Juggernaut’s car? 
From the point of view of the Punic, Aztec, and Hindu Edicts to these 
rites, their alien conquerors were misusing their military power to 


1 Bagbr, in op. cit., p. 3, makes the point that ‘it ia only when some action ia required 
that’one 'finds a necessary to judge other men’s behaviour, and his action is all the more 
effective if he lus ^t understood this behaviour in as cold and rational a manner as 
poesible’. . 

The second suteoient in this sentence u indisputable; the preceding stmtement is 
uncontroversial if it is recognized that action takes more than one form, and that one of 
its forms is study. * Cohen, op. dt., p. 66. 

* F. A. Hayek: The C(nmttr~RtwluUon oj tfoenre, pp. 79 and 78 - 79 - 

* M. C. Swabey: Thsyudgmtntcf History, 9.243. Reed the whole passage, pp. 242-54. 

» Op. dt., p. 75 - 
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suppress religious practices whose significance and value these aliens 
did not understand. Ignorant prejudice militant is certainly an ugly 
thing, and the Aztec citizens of Tenochtitlan can have seen nothing but 
an outrageous act of sacril^e in the overthrow of their gods’ images and 
altars and the slaughter of their priests by Cortes’s indignant soldiers. 
On the other hand, Cortds and his companions saw nothing but an 
atrocious barbarity in the tearing of human hearts out of living human 
bodies by priests whose locks were matted with their victims’ blood. 
And the Spanish intruders had to take a line. Now that they were in 
Mexico and in power there, they must either suppress the loc^ practice 
of human sacrifice or else condone it. How is the voice of humanity 
to decide betvs'een Spaniards and Aztecs in this case ? Perhaps it has 
delivered its verdict already. If not, it will surely deliver it in time. 
A verdict that is both unanimous and enduring is the only conceivable 
last word that can be spoken in judgement between one relative set of 
human standards and another. And in our day the possibility of such 
unanimous judgements is only just coming witi^ sight, for it is only in 
our day that miuikind is begimung to grow together into a single family. 
‘The fundamental criterion ... is generality.*' Generality is rooted in 
reasonableness.^ And an all but unanimous consensus among people 
who recognize each other as being reasonable can be taken as being 
decisive, even if there are still some dissenting voices.* 

It is not only conquerors and rulers who have found themselves forced 
to pass summary judgements on the respective merits of their own stan¬ 
dards and those of alien peoples. Anthropologists and historians are in 
the same plight. Their hands too are forced by the relation into which 
they have entered with the human objects of Aeir study. They cannot 
study without finding themselves also compelled to judge.'* 

* N. Rescher in Thejottrn^ of Pt^sophy, toL Iv, No. 6 (13th March, 1958), pp. 243- 

55, on p. 252. s ibid. 

* Reacher in loc. cit., p. 2^4. Ibid., p. 355, Rescher points out that this criterion is not 
absolute. Justification in ethics is always reasoned, but it is not deductive. 'We are able 
to bring to light in a “dialectical’' manner an increasingly firm basis of reason in justify¬ 
ing our moru Judgments.’ 

* Kroeber, tn ThtNatiir«^Cvltur*,y. 6 , expresses the opinion that value judgements 
are possible as between the values of different cultxtres. Reufield holds that they are in¬ 
evitable and desirable. ‘It cannot be proved, ffom ch^rop^tion that values are relative, 
that we ought to respect ell systems of values’ {The Primitive World and its Transforma¬ 
tions, p. 147). He rewls that the United Nations commission on human righu did not 
adopt a sumption, made to them by American anthropologists, that thc^r should recM- 
nizc the rt^t of men to live in accordance with their own traditions ([ibid., pp. 147-8). 
Redficld tesnfiea that anthropologists implicitly assume that civilizaaon ia better than 
primitive life (ibid., p. 158), and he explicitly makes this standpoint his own. 'I simply 
could not look neutrally at the ideas that move in history towards a more humane ideal 
and practice' (ibid., p. 141). 

In an article under the title 'Are Moral Problems Genuine?* in Mind, New Series, 
vol. bev (1956), pp. 166-83, D. H. Munro raises the question whether ‘there are several 
alternative edueal systems, each equally valid’ (p. 176), and comes to the conclusion that 
we cannot escape asking and answering the questioa: 'Which of two ways of life is the 
better? (p. 179). 

In an important article under the title‘Ethical Reladvicy: Sk etNoa’ in The Journal of 
Philotophy, v^. lii, No. 33 (leth November, 1955), pp. 663-n. Cfyde Kluckhohn draws 
attention to, and givea his own blessing to^ a current turn 01 tne ode of aathropologicel 
opinion against the extreme relativist position. As be puts it, ethical relativity soil stands 
in certain contexts, but ‘the areas of indeterminacy’ b^e bera narrowed (p. 663). 'There 
are pan-human universale as r^rds needs and capacities that shape, or coiud rightly 
shape, at least the broad outlines of a morality that transcends cultural difference’ 
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The conclusion to which the foregoing disoission seems to point is 
that, in our dealings, academic as well as practical, with our fellow 
human beings, we must try to maintain all the time a difficult balance 
between two attitudes, both of which are indispensable on the evidence 
of experience, though they may be mutually exclusive in logic. On the 
one hand we have always to treat our neighbours’ standards and values 
with the respect and tolerance that we crave for our own, notwithstand* 
ing our recognition of our own standards’ relativity. On the other hand 
we have sometimes to pass judgements in the name of standards deemed 
by us, at our peril, to be osmmon to all men. Such judgements are so 
hazardous that we should pass them only reluctantly and tentatively, 
but we must not flinch from making them in the last resort; for the price 
of refraining from them in all circtimstanc^ would be to break the 
moral bond of common humanity which is the necessary framework for 
any relations, academic or practical, with our fellow human beings. I 
therefore join issue with a scholar who maintains, without qualifleation, 
that *we shall never be able to understand’ history 'unless we first put 
aside all moral considerations’ and that these ‘must be as firmly put 
aside as in the study of physics and biolog/.* In the study of non¬ 
human nature there is no question of putting moral considerations 
aside, because here these do not arise. In the study of human affitirs it is 
impossible to ignore them, because they are inherent in the human 
observer’s relation with his human subject; and there is no clear and 
simple rule for dealing with them. We shall go wrong if we refuse to 
make them, at our peril, when they do arise in this fidd, and we shall 
also go wrong if, in making them, w’e undiscriminatingly apply the 
relative standards of our own civilization, country, class, family, in our 
own personal version of them, as if these were identical with, and not, 
as they are, only approximations to, the fundamental common standards 
implicit in our having a common human nature.* I am sure that I myxlf 
have fallen into this error. Several critics have concurred in convicting 


(p. 666). Culturea are not isolated roonada, and tome valid comparisons between them 
are poaaible (pp. 670-j). ‘While the specific manifestations of buotan nature vwy be¬ 
tween culturea and between individuals in the tame culture, human nature is universal' 
(p. 676). There are some moral standards that ate ‘altoKether universal' (e.s. the 
distinction between ‘murder’ and killings that are felt to be justifiable) (pp. 671-2). 
'Both within and between cultures moral behaviour in specific instances and in all 
its details must be juih^ within a wide context but with reference to principles 
which are not relative’ 674). ‘The position of radical cultural relativity w ‘unten¬ 
able’ (p. 673). 

These considerations against unmitigated relativism and in &vour of a circumspect 
univeraalism are irapresaw. On the other hand, in Toyt^e and History, Sir Ernest 
Barker (on pp. ioi-») and Philip Bagby (on p. xio) deprecate the condemnauon of 
Man’s past labours. A. J. P. Taylor finds (ibid., p. tax) that I am ^ty of this offence. 
‘He lacks ... the historian’s characteristic piety towards the past. 

> Bagby in Culturo and History,y. 3. and in Toynboo and History, p. xo8. Cp. the 
passages quoted ^m Bagby and Birks on p. 54, footnote a. . , • 

a^gby points out, in Cuitstrt and History, p. 140, that modem Western psychologuts 
have not entirely succeeded in making this neees^ discriminatioo in th^ att^pt to 
sDDrebend human nature in the sense of 'universal psvchologi^ traits her^tary in 
or&n and present in every human be^’. “The fonnulationt of the paychol^ta are 
baaed on their obaervations of their neighbours, thet is, on the behaviour of bearers of 
Western European culture, and undoubtedly are largely unged by ^ peculiarly of tbst 
culture. There can be no assurance that these generaliaauona apply to all mankind until 
all the immense variety of human behaviour has been studied. 
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me of it.^ At the same time, I believe that I should have erred no less if 

I had gone to equal lengths in putting moral considerations aside. 


III. THE RELATIVITY OF A HUMAN 
OBSERVER’S APPROACH TO RELIGION 

X. THE ISSUE BETWEEN TRANS.RATIONALISTS AND RATIONALISTS 

I T will have become apparent, if it was not already, that a human 
observer’s inescapable relativity is even more embarrassing for him 
when the object of lus study is human af&urs than when it is non-human 
nature. In the humanist’s field, feelings and judgements, standards and 
values, assert themselves importunately and gravely complicate the 
inquirer’s task. But this is only one of two complications that the 
humanist has to reckon with. For the knowledge of good and evil, with 
the attitudes and actions that follow from it, is one of two faculties that 
distinguish Man from all other creatures known to him. Since his 
second distinctive facul^ is a controversial subject in the present-day 
world, perhaps the least controversial description of it will be a negative 
one. One may describe this second faculty as being a capacity for feeling 
that Man himself is not the highest spiritual presence in the Universe 
in which he finds himself. In fact, in entering the field of observation, 
Man does not come \inaccompanied. He brings with him an intimation 
of the existence of a spiritual presence higher than his. 

'There is a sense of significance beyond our feelings, of discovering 
something distinct and other than human experience. If consciousness 
means what it claims to mean, not everything of worth in the World is 
traceable to an origin with Man, reference to Man, or application to 
Man’s use. The view which makes Man the measure of all things falsifies 
our attitudes in valuation.’* 

To call this sixth sense a ’consciousness’ or ’assurance’ would be to beg 
the question, which is in dispute today, whether there is in truth a 
reality with which Man’s religious sense puts Man in touch. The evidence 
is a matter of private individual experience. It cannot be verified by 
public observation, as we can verify the findings of physical and even 
social science. Yet the unverifiable findings of Man’s religious sense give 
rise to attitudes and actions that have played at least as important a part 
in human affairs as the attitudes and actions arising from Man’s moral 
faculty. 

i Hour«ni, for instance, in loc. ch., p. 383, says that I have 'a moral vUion of history'. 
Gey), in Toyitbtt and Hittory, p. 373, reproaches me for my 'spate of moral judraenta*. 
Christopher Dawson notes that, in the earlier volumes of this bo(^, ‘the morar absolu¬ 
tism' of the author’s ‘judgements* clashes 'with the cultural relativism of his theofy* 
(ibid., p. 13). Geyl (ibid.^. 373) finds that 'every age and etxry civil^tion is judged by 
a standard foreign to it*. Tnis may be true in the sense that an historian cannot ever jump 
completely clear of the standards of his own tune and place. But this is true of all his¬ 
torians, including Geyl himself. 

* M. C. Swsb^; TAs Judgmant of History, p. 34s. lUustrstions of the point here 
made are given on pp. 185-7. 
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Thus M^’s entry into the field of observation complicates the ob¬ 
server’s vision of the Universe by introducing into it the vbta of religion 
beyond the vista of ethics; and, if the problem of ethics is enigmatic, 
the problem of religion is more so. There is, indeed, no limit to the 
commitment incurred by the inquirer who ventures to be a student of 
human affeirs, for, whether he has foreseen this or not, he has committed 
himself, in the act, to becoming a theologian too. In consternation he 
may try to beat a retreat from ^s perilously exposed position into the 
dead ground of ‘comparative religion’, in the hope that he can escape 
from theology imder the scientific camouflage of anthropological re¬ 
search. But Geology is an incubus that a humanist can never shake off. 
He may seek refuge from theism in atheism or from animism in material¬ 
ism. But after each desperate twist and turn he will find himself com¬ 
mitted to some theological position or other. Theology is inescapable, 
and it is d3rnamite. It betray its identity through ^e camouflage by 
exploding in the end. 

In most chapters of the histories of most of the human societies of 
which we have a record up to date, the position in regard to religion has 
been not unlike the position in regard to ethics. In the field of ethics, as 
we have seen, the differences between partially conflicting local stan¬ 
dards and values have evoked violent feeimgs and sweeping judgements. 
The respective champions of the different sets of standards have each 
been apt to see in their own set the fundamental common standards of 
mankind, without recognizing the play of relativity or facing its implica¬ 
tions. In this blind self-assurance and self-righteousness they have 
sometimes gone so far as to claim that their own code of morality n^-as 
the only right one, and that variant codes were no true codes at all. But 
none of the belligerents in this intellectual warfare has ever denied that 
there is a distinction between right and wrong and an obligation to do 
right that is inctimbent on all men ex officio humamtatu: they have 
merely denied the validity of any code of conduct except their own. 
In the greater part of the World for most of the time as far as our records 
go back, the position in regard to religion has been similar. There have 
been conflicts between different local practices and beliefs, and, since 
the first appearance of higher religions and philosophies in and after the 
last millennium B.C., claims have been made that this or that one of 
these is the only true and saving faith. But the fanatics who have 
denied that there is any truth or saving grace in any religion except 
their own, have, of course, never dreamed of denying the truth and 
efficacity of religion itself. So far from that, they have been eager to 
convert the rest of the human race to ‘the true religion’, with which 
their own religion is synonymous for them. 

At this point, however, the history of religion and the history of 
ethics have diverged. So far there has been no known human society in 
which the distinction between right and wrong, and the obligation to do 
right, have been denied. But in more than one society, at some stage in 
its history, there have been sceptics' who have broken with the world-wide 

* Th« word ‘•ceptic* is xised in this Tolume in the mesning of ‘disbeliever* in the 
tenets of reU^on and in the existence of the spiritual presence or presences, higher than 
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traditioDal belief that religion—at any rate one’s own religion—is 
true and valuable. These sceptics have denied the reality of the spiri> 
tual presence or presences whose existence is the presupposition of all 
religions, lower or higher, including those religions that are ‘false’ in 
the eyes of some rival religion’s adherents. T^ loss of belief in the 
reality of some trans-human presence or presences in the Universe 
leads to the conclusion that religion itself is either an hallucination or a 
fraud or else that it is the product of an unedifying interplay between 
false pretences and naive credulity. A sceptic is bound to regard religion 
as a misapprehension or misrepresentation of Reality which hinders 
human minds from seeing and facing Reality as it is. He will, in fact, see 
in it ‘an opiate of the people’. 

Since sceptics, like other human beings, including believers, may be 
either idealists or cynics, their common disbelief in the tenets of religion 
and in the reality of religious experience will not make them all agree 
on the question of what their policy towards religion ought to be. 
Sceptical idealists will feel that religion is a scandalously fraudulent and 
obscurantist institution and that it is the duty of all enlightened and 
honest-minded men to do their utmost to liberate their fellow men’s 
minds from the pernicious influence of this sinister social evil. A 
classical exposition of this point of view is the Roman Epicurean philo¬ 
sopher Lucretius’s poem De Rerum Natura. Lucretius’s missionary 
zeal to cure men of the belief in religion of any kind is as sincere and 
intense as a Buddhist, Cliristian, or Muslim missionary’s zeal to con¬ 
vert unbelievers to his own religious faith. On the other hand, sceptical 
cynics may feel that the fraudulence and obscurantism of religion make 
t^ institution a convenient instrument for keeping in order such 
irrational and ill-behaved social animals as human beings are. A classical 
exposition of this point of view is the attitude and policy towards 
traditional Roman religion that is attributed to the Roman governing 
class in the second century B.a by the Greek historian Polybius.’ For 
the immediate purpose of our present inquiry, however, this difference 
between alternative policies to which scepticism may lead is of secondary 
importance compared to the intellectual problem that the phenomenon 
of scepticism itself creates for the student of human affairs when he 
has to reckon with it—and this he must do whenever and wherever 
scepticism asserts itself; for in this situation the humanist will either 
be a sceptic himself or will have to face sceptical criticism if he is a 
believer. 

Mkn, which religion postulates. The word can also be used to mean a disbeliever in the 
whole of Man's mental image of Reality and in any pmibility of apprehending Reality 
mentally by the use of the analytical and classificsttoty intellectual procedure that we call 
reasoning. Few phQoeophen have ever tried to be sceptics in thu absolute sense, and 
none, perhaps, have ever succeeded. So far from being disbelievers in the reasoning 
powers of human mmds, most disbelievers in reliirion have been convinced rationalists. 
These radonalist-minded disbelievers in religion nave taken exception to religious be¬ 
lief, not because they have been sceptical about the possibili^ of any apprehension of 
Reality, but because they have believed in the efficadty of the human reason and have 
thought that the effective exercise of the reason was inexpediently inhibited by religious 
faith. In their eyes the objects of faith are figments of the imagination because they are 
data of private personal eirpericnce and tber^ore cannot be verified by the test of public 
observation ana examination (see also p. 7a, footnote 3, below). 

* Polybius: Historia*, Book VI, chap. 56. <iuoted in v. 64^-7. 
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This issue between sceptics and believers looms larger in the present- 
day world than in any other known society in any previous age as far 
as our records go ba<i. Previous accesses of scepticism did not spread 
beyond rather narrow cirdes within the sodeties in which they made 
their appearance, and they were also relatively short-lived by comparison 
with Ae duration of those societies themselves. Each time, after a 
certain number of generations or centuries, this uninfectious minority 
would die out, and society would revert to its usual state of almost 
universal and unchallenged belief in the reality of the objects or object 
of religious faith. In retrospect, however, from the standpoint of the 
present day, these previous cases take on significance as premonitory 
symptoms of a sceptical movement which started in the modern Western 
World in the seventeenth century of the Christian era and which, since 
then, has not only gone from strength to strength on its native ground 
but has spread over the rest of the World in ^e train of the Western 
Civilization’s recent world-wide expansion. This modern Western 
sceptical movement originated in a moral reaction against the odium 
theologicum that had provided fuel for the so-called ‘Wars of Religion’. 
Tantum religio poudt suadere malorumJ Men of good will deliberately 
took their treasure out of religious controversy and put it into scientific 
research, which seemed to promise to be a more innocent and also more 
fruitful activity. Since then, the findings of scientific research have 
seemed to undermine the int^ectual foundations of traditional religion; 
and this second blow, following on the moral discredit that the Western 
Wars of Religion had brought upon religion itself, has now carried 
religious belief to a perhaps unprecedentedly low ebb. 

The present-day world is divided by an intellectual barrier between 
the minds of believers and unbelievers which is as effective an insulator 
as ‘the Iron Curtain’ which ^vides a Communist from an anti-Com- 
munist ideological camp.* And w'c cannot tell how lor^ this modem 
schism between believers and unbelievers is going to l^t or what its 
eventual outcome is going to be. It would be unwarrantable to assume 
that the modem sceptical movement b going to be as short-lived as its 
predecessors, and equally unwarrantable to predict that, if it persists, it 
will extingubh religious belief universally. Nor can it be foreseen what 
may happen eventually if unbelief and belief continue to coexbt. It b 
conceivable that eventually both attitudes of mind might be superseded 
by some third outlook which would embrace both belief and unbelief 
and consequently exclude them both at the same time. It might, for 
example, come to be held, as a result of some advance in human powers 
of understanding, that the antithesb between ‘reality’ and ‘unreality’, 

* Lucretiut: Dt Rtrum Natura, Book I, Hat loi. ‘Such wm the enormity of the evil 

thet reU^oti could make men do.’ . 

* Theae two lines of divnioa do not, of course, coincide. The ideological bamer runs 
along a sharply demarcated fronder between states of oeposite ideological colours, yet 
even the ‘Iron Curtain’ has not completely sorted out the sheep from the No^ 
Communist and Communist minoriaes are anil to be found on what, from both atand- 
points, ia the wrong side of the line. As for the bsrrier between believers and unbelievers, 
It d^ not correspond, even approximately, to any line that could be plotted on a map. 
All over the World today, believers and unbelievers are to be found living side by side m 
the same society, country, and even household. 
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which is a useful, or at least an unavoidable, category of thought for 
dealing mentally with our experience of phenomena, is inapplicable to 
experience of the religious kind. However that may turn out to be, the 
mental gulf between the believer’s and the unbeliever’s outlook is one 
of the unquestionable realities of the present-day world, and it therefore 
creates, for the present-day student of human affairs, a problem of 
relativity that is as unavoidable as it is acute. 

The problem is acute because the sceptical-minded and the religious- 
minded student of human af^rs are both living in the same world and 
addressing themselves to the same public, while at the same time the 
outlook of each of them seems, from the other’s standpoint, to make 
human affairs unintelligible. For the religious-minded inquirer religion 
is the highest form of human activity. It offers Man the greatest oppor¬ 
tunity of gaining insight into Reality, and of entering into contact with 
It, that is open to him in this life.* For anyone who holds this view, life 
is robbed of its purpose, and Reality of its meaning, by the sceptic’s 
contention that religion is the shadow cast by an illusion.* Conversely, 
for the sceptical-minded inquirer a rational understandir^ of Reality is 
made impossible by the believer’s contention that the essence of Reality 
is a spiritual presence which, from the rationalist’s* point of view, is 
imaginary, considering that its reality is vouched for only by a private 
personal experience that can never be verified by the test of public 
observation and examination.* 

Can we find any common ground between two points of view when 
the assumptions in which these are respectively grounded are concerned 
with the very essence of Reality and at the same time appear, to human 
minds within the present limits of their powers of understanding, to 
be in diametrical opposition to each other ? Perhaps a bare foothold of 
common ground can be obtained if we can win a concession from either 
side. 

Believers might be asked to meet rationalists part-way by agreeing to 
leave the trans-human presence or presences, in whose existence and 
potency they believe, out of account when they are engaged in the 
common enterprise of trying to explain the course of human events and 
to analyse the structure of human society and the configurations of 
human culture. It is true that, in the pre-rationalist age, historians, as 
well as poets, treated the reported occurrences of allegedly ‘supernatural’ 
phenomena on a par vrith reports of human actions. Accounts of omens, 
mirades, and the epiphanies and physical intervention of gods were 
interwoven with accounts of human debates, dedsions, agreements, 
conflicts, achievements, and failures, as if these two elements in the 

< See, for exen»1e, Dew»on, Tfu D^amics of World Hittory, pp. 171, 173. 

s The Rev. E. K. Merdy Jr. counts it is a merit in me that I recocnxze 'that rdigion 
cannot be studied ptirety aa an objective phenomenon’ {The Intera ^Toynbee's History: 
A Cooferative Appraut^. 

* The word ‘ratiooalut’ ia used in this volume in the meininff of someone who 
believes in dte efficacy of human reasoning powen to apprehend Reahty at least to some 
extent and disbelieves in any alleged expluiadon of phenomena, or of the Reality under', 
lying them, that ia non-rational m the negative tense of not being vouched for by the 
nndings of reasoning, as well as in the positive sense of being conmdicted by these (see 
p. 69, footnote X above). 

* See, for example, Bagby, op. cit., pp. 2, 57, 149-50, et aUbi. 
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pre-rationalist historians* picture of the course of events were, in 
principle, equally credible. The reality of the 'supernatural* element was 
simply taken for granted. But, when once the rationalists have challenged 
this assumption, the onus of proving it surely lies on the shoulders of 
the believers. They need not be asked to repudiate their traditional 
assumption; they need merely be asked to refrain—^unless and until 
they can prove it—from continuing to make it when they are engaged in 
recording, examining, and analysing human af^rs.* 

As a matter of fact this concession has been made, in practice, by 
historians who have not renounced their belief in the existence and 
potency of trans-human spiritual presences. The reports of miraculous 
occurrences in terms of polytheistic religious beliefs were repudiated 
by Jewish, Christian, and Muslim historians long before the modern 
Western rationalist movement started. Since then, modem historians 
who have continued to be believing monotheists have tacitly taken to 
treating the miraculous element in their own religions* picture of 
human affairs as they have long since treated it overtly in the poly¬ 
theistic presentation of it. Without repudiating their own belief in the 
existence and potency of a spiritual presence higher than Man, they 
have given up their former practice of introducing, into their accounts 
and explanations of human affairs, elements of a 'supernatural* order: 
that is to say, elements that cannot be observed, verified, and expbined 
by the use of human reasoning powers. 

The reciprocal concession to believers that rationalists might be 
asked to ms^e is to recognize that rational explanation is imperfect and 
incomplete not merely in practice but intrinsically. We have seen in 
the preceding chapter that thought operates by classifying phenomena 
according to their recognizable similarities. It follows from this, as 
Bagby points out,* that, while it is true 'that some order, some recurrent 
features, must occur in any homogeneous and interrelated field of 
events’, it is also true ‘that such a held of events cannot be fully ordered; 
there must be some features of it which are arbitrary, undetermined, and 
inexplicable*, and ‘these consequences arise from the very notion of 
comparison, which requires both similarity and difference*. Thinking 
is an attempt to apprehend Reality by catling it in a conceptual net, 
and a net is able to serve its purpose in virtue of having a texture which 
leaves gaps between the meshes. It is this open texture which gives a net 
its fling. If the net were made, not of an open network, but of a tightly 
woven cloth, the material would be too heavy to allow a net made of 
it to be effectively extensive. But the price of having a texture which 
makes it possible to catch something in the net’s meshes is the inevita¬ 
bility that something else will slip out of the net through the gaps. 

This paradox is the crux of the intellectual procedure of rational 
analysis and explanation. The objective of rational thought is to dis¬ 
cover in phenomena an intelligible system of regular and therefore 


t ThU i* tU tStt is demanded on behalf of ntionaliam hy, for instance, Bagby m 
Cw/twre and Hittary, pp. i4S-9> or by M. Ssvelle in Thn Pacific Reviete, vol. xrv. No. i 
(February, 1956), pp.es-^y. , .. „ . 

* In op. dt., p. 58. See also the passages quoted from Bsgby, op. cit., and from Red* 
field on p. tx, footnote 10. 
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predictable uniformities and recurrences. But the very nature of the 
intellectual procedure by which this objective has to be pursued makes it 
inevitable that any system established by this procedure will not, after 
all, be really closed but will stay untidily open. And Heaven knows what 
may or may not slip out—or in—through the yawning gaps between the 
meshes of intelligibility. There arc, in ^ort, more things in Heaven and 
Earth than are dreamed of in the rationalist’s philosophy,* and he 
cannot be sure that the draught which is let through by the chinks in his 
system may not be the importunate wind which bloweth where it 
listeth,* and which, though it may be invisible to the rationalist’s eyes, 
makes in the believer’s ear a sound that, for him, fills the World. It 
looks as if the believer may fairly ask the rationalist to meet him to the 
extent, not of renouncing his rational objective, but of making the 
negative concession of recognizing that human history *b impatient of’ 
the ‘neat systems of laws and cau^ sequences’ for wluch the rationalist 
‘is always looking’, and that the ‘mysterious and unpredictable aspect of 
history’ is a genuine and irremovable ‘stumbling-block’ for him.^ 

On the other hand, I think that an inquirer who holds, as I myself 
hold, that rationalism is not enough ought, none the less, to follow 
the rationalists’ good example of recognizing that the human reason’s 
mental net is binding in so far as it is truly effective in apprehending 
Reality. If I stand convicted (and I have no doubt that I do) of having 
sometimes lapsed from reasoning into mythologizing when reasoning 
would have been capable of doing the job, I admit that I have been at 
fault. At the same time 1 am alive to the limitations of human reasoning 
power, and I am convinced that there are questions which reasoning can¬ 
not answer but which human beings are nevertheless bound to ask, 
because one would be less than human if one did not ask ^em and did 
not go on to try to answ'er them, even though one’s answers to such 
‘trans-rational’ questions will be, by definition, unverifiablc. 

Questions of this sort—and they are the most momentous questions 
with which human beings find themselves confronted—bombard us 
through the gaps between the meshes of reason’s net. I do not believe 
that these gaps can be plugged, and, as far as I know, rationalists do not 
imagine that they can; so this is not one of the points in dispute be¬ 
tween rationalists and ‘trans-rationalists’. There are, however, rationa¬ 
lists who, while recognizing that they cannot plug the gaps, imagine 
that they can dispose of them by ignoring their existence and turning 
a deaf ear to any voices that may sound through them. With rationalists 
who adopt this ‘know-nothing’ policy I am in disagreement. Whether 
they can dull their senses successfully or not, I do not know. But I do 
feel sure that, if they did succeed, they would be defeating their own 
purpose of trying to comprehend Reality. They would have succeeded 
in preserving their cherished picture of Reality as a closed system, trans¬ 
parent to the human reason through and through, but, in the act, they 

* One of these thing* is the entry of human souls on to the scene of thi« planet. Is a 

biological mutation sufficient to account for this? This question, which is a searching 
one, u asked by K. D. Erdmann in Arehiv fUr Adtwrgerehichtc, saaciii. Band, Heft a 
(i9S0, p. aj?. * John iii. 8. 

* Cbr. Dawson: Tha Dytutadet cf Warld History, p. 257, quoted already on p. 16. 
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would have been shutting their eyes to another vision of Reality that is, 
perhaps, likely to be rather less remote from the truth. Part of the truth 
about Re^ity, as it appears to the ‘trans-rationalist’ in his glimpse of it, 
is that it is boundless and mysterious and, for human eyes, not all of a 
piece. From tl^ ‘trans-rational’ point of view. Reality looks like a house 
of many mansions, and our human reason’s mansion does not seem to be 
self-contained, or, indeed, even semi-detached. 

The point of view here described is, of course, a personal one,* but I 
have ventured to describe it, nevertheless, because I think that it brings 
out the point on which the current controversy beuvecn rationalists and 
‘trans-rationalists’ turns. I am, myself, an ex-believer who first became 
a convert to rationalism with no reservations and has since become a 
convert to a ‘trans-rationalist’ standpoint with two reservations. One 
of my present reservations is in regard to rationalism. I am now more 
alive than I once was to the limitations of human reasoning powers. I 
believe that the answers to the questions that matter most to us can be 
found only beyond the reason’s limits, if they can be found at all. So I 
am no longer entitled to call myself a rationalist if the label commits one 
to holding that human reasoning powers are capable of answering all 
auestions that one needs to ask ^capable of proving, for instance, or 
disproving, the existence of an aosolute spiritual Reality beyond the 
phenome^ world). My second present reservation is in regard to 
religious belief. 1 do not think that unverifiable religious beliefs can 
stand against the findings of the reason within the field in which human 
reasoning powers arc effective. So, if belief, in the religious meaning 
of the word, were to commit one to holding that the reason could and 
should be overridden on its own ground by an irrational faith, then I 
should be entitled, perhaps, to claim that I had become a ‘trans- 
rationalist’, but not to claim that I had again become a believer.* My 
present state of mind is, as far as I can judge, a common and characteris¬ 
tic one in the Western World in the generation into which I happen to 
have been bom. It is an open state of mind, and the necessary price of 
this intellectual and moral boon is a partial break in one’s vision and a 
certain tenseness in one’s feelings. Finding myself in this situation does 

I Mjr point of view is penonsl in the sense thst I esnnot dexnonstrsee its validity to 
someone who does not share it; but it it not personal in the other sense of being peculiar 
to me. It is, for example, identical with the point of view expressed in the toUowing 
passage of a letter written by Gilbert Murray to Lord Russell on a6th July, 1954: ‘Then 
about faith. What I wrote about beauty, physical and moral, was. I think, oas^ on some 
sort of faith: that is, on a stro^ consciousness thst, b^ond the realm of our knowledge, 
there was a wide region in which we had imperfect intiinations or guessea or hopes. Most 
of die so-called fai& are these indmations worked up into the form of definite myths er 
dogmas, almost all of them anthropomorphic. The myth is mostly invented, but the faith 
at the ba^ of it has at least a i^d deal of probabili^ about it.... It is in some ways the 
moat interesting part of life, the great region in which you mutt be agnoedc, but never¬ 
theless you must have something like conviction.’ The full text of this letter will be 
found in CoTTtibofidtHc* ietmfn Gilbert Murray, Lard Rustelt, and Bernard Shaxe 
(this has not yet been published). The passage here quoted will also be found in Gilbert 
Murray: An Unfinished Autobiography (London ipte, Allen & Unwin), p. ai8. I am 
gratefm to Sir Stanley Unwin for hts permission to me to print the passage here. 

* H. Kohn, in Toynbee and History, p. 354, notices that I do not believe in the feasi¬ 
bility or desirability of a return to tra^rional reUgtous dogmas and institutions. I am, u 
fact, an agnostic in the sense in which the word is used by Gilbert Murray in the passage 
quoted in foomoie i. See further p. 98, foomote 2. 
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not strike me with dismay, because I do not feel that it puts me out of 
tune with Reality in so far as I have any intimation of what Reality may 
be like. I am also not aggrieved, because I feel grateful for the dark 
and broken glass that lets through to me my human glimmer of light. 
No doubt, a perfect lens would be better to have than a cracked one, 
but it is very much better to have a cracked one than not to have 
any lens of any kind. The mind’s cracked lens is mankind’s greatest 
treasure. 

I have been trying to find terms for a ‘gentlemen’s agreement’ between 
religious-minded and rationalist-minded participants in our present- 
day world-wide human society. This is probably the nearest approach 
that they can hope to succeed in making towards each other for the 
present. As far as one can see ahead, there seems to be no prospect of their 
being able to close the great gulf that has been opened between them by 
the relativity of their respective points of view to fundamental presup¬ 
positions that are in such stark disagreement as theirs are. But a gulf 
that cannot yet be closed can perhaps be bridged provisionally by a 
modus vivendi which may make it possible for the two parties to com¬ 
municate, and even perhaps co-operate, with each other. The test of a 
bridge, of course, is its ability to b^r the traffic. Let us now see whether 
the modus vivendi that I have suggested will hold firm or will break 
down if we try to make it serve as common ground for the study of 
human affairs in the particularly controversi^ field of the study of 
religion. 

In setting out together on this inquiry, religious-xninded and 
rationalist-minded explorers can at least find a common point of depar¬ 
ture. For, differ as uiey may and will in their interpretations of the 
significance of religious experience, they will agree that the practices, 
beliefs, and institutions to which t^ experience has given rise always 
have t^en, and still are, a most important element in human affairs.* 
A test of whether they can travel together farther than just the first step 
will be their respective answers to two questions almut the relation 
between religion and culture. If the rationalist asks the religious-minded 
party whether he agrees that religion is a part of human culture, this 
question, I should say, ought to receive the answer ‘yes’. If the religious- 
minded party then asks me rationalist whether he agrees that region 
is not only a part of culture but is also something more than that, the 
answer ought to be ‘yes’, I should say, again. If the two parties can both 
bring themselves to give their answers in the affirmative, they w'ill be 
able to go on being travelling companions, and, what is more, they will, 
I should say, be taking together the road that leads towards a better 
understanding of Reality. 

What do we mean by ‘culture’ ? Let us use Bagby*s clearly thought- 
out definition of it as ‘regularities in the behaviour, internal and external, 
of the members of a sodety, excluding those regularities which are 

> They esn, of course, still differ in their estimate of reli^on's reUtive ixnportence. 
For instance, Geyl, in DtbeUtt toith pp. 13879, mssntains that I pay too much 

attention to religion and show too little concern for social betKrment. In Geyrs opinion, 
my belief in the outstanding importance of religion is subjective: it cannot Im proved by 
hiatory or be disproved by it. 
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clearly hcrc^tary in origin’.* Religious practices and institutions, and, 
by implication, also religious beliefs and experiences, are certainly a 
part of culture as thus dc^ed, and in another passage^ Bagby explicitly 
mentions religion, together with art, technology, and social structure, 
as examples of the elements of which culture consists. We can agree 
that religion is one of these elements without needing to try, at this 
point, to give either a complete list of them or a systematic account of 
their relations to each other. 

Sorokin seems to hold that the culture elements that one finds present 
simultaneously in the participants in a society, collectively and indivi¬ 
dually, are merely casual conglomerations,* but here he is surely flying 
in the face of the evidence presented by the phenomena. In the light of 
this evidence most sociologists and anthropologists hold that one of the 
intrinsic properties of culture is that its component elements are inte¬ 
grated in some degree—that culture has, in fact, what Kroeber has 
called ‘configurations’. No doubt there are any number of possible 
degrees of integration in any number of possible varieties of pattern. 
In all cultures some of the elements may be more closely tied than 
others to each other and to the culture itself in virtue of their respective 
natures. Religion and art, for instance, have often been closely asso¬ 
ciated with each other, and art, at any rate, seems to be one of the dearest 
and most precise expressions of a culture’s distinctive character. If one 
is trying to ascertain the duration of some particular culture and its 
geographical distribution at different times, the presence or absence of 
its distinctive style of art is one of the surest and most accurate clues. 
By contrast, technology is less informative. The partakers in some 
particular culture have sometimes made revolutionary changes in their 
technology without this having produced any immediate chax^ of com¬ 
parable magnitude in the culture as a whole or in any of its non-techno- 
logical parts. It looks as if a culture’s technology sits more loosely to it 
than its art sits. And, in fact, in the technological field there seems dways 
to have been a great deal of give-and-take between different cultures. 
In whatever culture a technique may have originated, it has been apt to 
spread beyond the parent culture’s limits, and the history of technology 
can perhaps be understood best by regarding technology as having 
been, from the start, a common achievement and possession of all 
manldnd, and also one which, so has improved progressively while 
cultures, as integrated ‘configurations’, have been coming and going. 

Thus different parts of culture seem to display intrinsic differences in 
the degree of their integration with each other and with the total con¬ 
figuration of the partic^ar culture in question. There are, no doubt, 
also differences in the degree of overall integration as between one cul¬ 
ture and another, and also as between one phase and another in the 
history of some single culture. In an agricultural village community or 
in a pastoral nomadic tribe, we should expect to find a more highly in¬ 
tegrated state of culture than in a great cosmopolitan city at an advanced 

I Bagby: Culture and History, pp. 84 and 95 ; cp. pp. 93-^. See further pp. 272-3 of 
the present Tolume. * Bagby, op. cit., p. 93. 

> Sorokin in Toynbee and History, pp. 180-1, i8a, 188. 
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stage in the histoxy of a civilization. It is here, if anywhere, that Sorokin’s 
description of a culture as being a conglomeration of casual elements 
might come nearest to being a convincing account of the phenomena. 
Again, when an ‘age of faith’ begins to give way to an ‘age of reason’, as 
it did in the Hellenic World in 3 ie fifth century B.C. and in the Western 
World in the fifteenth century of the Christian Era, art tends to dissolve 
its traditional association with religion and to strike out on an indepen¬ 
dent course of its own. 

Religion is certainly one of those parts of culture that have usually 
been closest to the heart of it and also most closely associated with other 
parts; and this generalization becomes more clearly valid the farther we 
look bade into the past. In all sodetlcs, induding civilizations of the 
first and second generations, down to the rise of 9 ic ‘higher religions’ 
in and after the last millennium b.c., religion has been intimately con¬ 
nected, not only with art, but also with social structure, political 
organization, and economic activities. The connexion with economics 
seems to have come earliest. Before Man had gained the upper hand 
over non-human nature, the elements in his environment from which 
he was wresting a precarious livelihood were the medium through which 
he felt himself to be in touch with the spiritual presences, higher than 
himself, in whose existence and potency he believed.' It has been only 
in societies in which a considerable, and influential, minority of the 
population has been living an. urban life for a considerable time that the 
worship of gods manifest in Nature has :^en into the background; and 
then, when Man has become confident enough in his own powers to 
begin to divest Nature of her aura of divinity, he has come to find a 
more impressive manifestation of the godhead in his own social organiza¬ 
tion and in the collective power which he has acquired through this. In 
this next stage religion comes to be connected with politics more pro¬ 
nouncedly than wiA economics. The gods who now inspire the strongest 
feelings of awe, fear, and love are manifestations of divinity seen through 
the medium of states. The god of the city-state of Nippur or goddess of the 
city-state of Argos now overshadows the storm-god or the com-goddess; 
and Athene holds her worshippers’ allegiance as the divinity manifest in 
Athens rather than as the one manifest in the olive-tree. 

Eventually the advent of the higher religions brings with it a new 
vision of the trans-htiman spiritual presence. Whether this is experienced 
as being immanent or as being transcendent, as being personal or as 
being impersonal, in every mode it is now experienced ^cct, and not 
through either an economic or a political medium. But the higher 
religions have so far had to incorporate almost as much as they have 
been able to abolish in the traditions of the earlier religions that they 
have sought to supersede. In the annual cycle of the liturgy of the 
Christian Church, as this is still observed in many of the Church’s 
present branches, the underlying annual cycle of agricultural operations 
is manifest. The most conspicuoiis manifestation is in the thanksgiving 

■ 'Even in primitive nAture-wonhip, the object cf reliftout emotion end wonhip is 
never the naturel pheeotnenon es such, but uweye the eupemeturel power which is 
obecurely felt to be pretent and to be working throtigh the natural object’ (Chr. Dawson: 
Tha Dynomia of World History, p. 173). 
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service for the harvest. Again, when in a Christian place of worship a 
Te Dwm is sung to celebrate the victory of one professedly Christian 
state in a battle with another, the god to whom the thanlfs are given is 
manifestly the ‘god of battles’ who is the symbol of the collective power 
of a local political community, rather than the One True God who, 
according to Christian doctrine, is the common god not only of all 
Christians but of all human beings and all other created things. 

It will be seen that, in the past, the association of religion with other 
parts of culture has been intimate. There has, it is true, been a tendency, 
in the histories of some civilizations, for art to part company with 
religion, and an inverse tendency, in the history of mankind as a whole, 
for religion to part company with economics and politics. But these 
dissociative movements have been tardy and gradual, and religion seems 
to have been less successful in achieving independence than art has 
been. The judgement that religion is a part of culture is confirmed and 
fortified by the evidence of religion’s ancient and persistent connexion 
with other parts of culture whose status as such is not in dispute. If 
religious<minded students of human affairs can agree with their rationa¬ 
list-minded confreres on this point, they will have found a piece of 
common ground. But this agreement on one important question of fact 
will have had the disconcerting efiect of widening the area of their 
disagreement on a question of interpretation. 

Let us suppose that they had been able to agree, instead, that religion 
was not a part of culture and was not connected with other phenomena 
that are parts of culture beyond dispute, then the dis^eement between 
them over their respective interpretations of the significance of religion 
would have been confined to the topic of religion itself, and they could 
have agreed without reservation or ambiguity that culture, minus re¬ 
ligion, is an exclusively human phenomenon that can be interpreted as 
such without any dispute over the question of the existence or non-exis¬ 
tence of trans-human spiritual presences. On the other hand, when it 
has been agreed that, in the past, religion has not only been a part of 
culture but has been a highly pervasive part, intimately connected with 
a number of other parts, Ae dispute over the interpretation of the 
significance of religious experience extends itself, pari passu with 
region’s pervasive influence, over the whole field of culture. So the 
gulf between the two points of view yawns wider than ever; and this is, 
after all, only what is to be expected; for the cause of the gulf is the 
relativity of the two points of view to their respective fundamental 
presuppositions, and the conflict between these presuppositions will not 
have been overcome by an agreement on one question of fact. The only 
effective way of overcoming—or, short of that, of mitigating—this 
conflict is for each party to make the moral and intellectual effort to 
examine, analyse, and critieixe his own bias. 

The barrier of relativity—persisting, as it does, so long as it is left 
unanalysed—alienates the religious-minded and the rationalist-minded 
inquirer not only from each other but also from some of the common 
human objects of their study, since some of these will be in the opposite 
camp to the inquirer’s, whi^ever of the two inquirers he may be. For 
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both inquirers this is an obstacle to achieving the sympathy mthout 
which there can be no understanding. But up to the present this handi¬ 
cap has been less formidable for the rel^ious-minded student of human 
affairs than it has been for the rationalist^ simply because, up to date, 
the vast majority of human beings have been religious-mindea, whereas 
the rationahsts, into whose state of mind it might be difficult for the 
religious-minded inquirer to enter sympathetically, have been com¬ 
paratively few and far between. By contrast, the rationalist-minded 
humanbt has to study a world of men with whom he is out of sympathy 
with the exception of a few kindred spirits that catch his eye here and 
there. 

A classical example of the un-self-cridcally rationalist-minded ob¬ 
server’s handicap is the limitation which this state of mind imposed on 
the achievements of so great a genius as Gibbon. Gibbon’s case is an 
outstanding one, because be was a genius who was rationalist-minded to 
an almost naively un-self-critical degree and who chose for his field of 
study an epoch of history in which a temporary access of rationalism 
was engulfed by a resurgence of religious faith. In Gibbon’s eyes the 
spirit 01 Hellenic rationalism was identical with the spirit of the Western 
rationalism of Gibbon’s own day. It was the same intellectual light 
dispelling the same darkness of ignorance and superstition; and Gibbon’s 
subject was the submergence of Hellenic rationalism by the rise of 
Chiistianity. He saw his theme as the story of a catastrophe. What had 
happened was shocking because it had condemned civilization to under¬ 
go a long-drawn-out eclipse, and it was also inexplicable because it was 
not a)nsonant with the rationality which, as Gibbon saw it, is not only 
part but the whole of what is distinctively and creditably human in 
human nature. 

In approaching this subject from this standpoint Gibbon could hardly 
help seeing almost all the characters on his stage in one or other of the 
two roles of fool or knave. If they were not cheats, they must be dupes. 
Ex hypothesis a rational human being could not really believe in religion, 
so, if someone who was unmistakably rational professed to believe in it, 
he must be an imposter who was seeking to deceive his fellow men for 
his own self-interested purposes. Conversely, if someone was an un¬ 
mistakably sincere believer, he must be an irrational fool. The psycho¬ 
logical barrier that the relativity of Gibbon’s outlook interposed between 
the historian and the great majority of the figures passing across his 
stage prevented Gibbon from entering into the true motives and feelings 
of many of these actors, and therefore also prevented him fi-om gaining 
a really penetrating insight into the meaning of the play. Gibbon’s 
failure in these two respects—and the two points are both crucial— 
strikingly illiistrates the seriousness of the handicap imposed by rela¬ 
tivity when this is not corrected by self-criticism; for Gibbon’s mind 
was surely the most powerful and most lucid one that has appeared so 
far in the whole distinguished company of Western historians up to 
date. 
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2 . THE HIGHER RELIGIONS’DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE AND 
ITS IMPLICATIONS 

The un-self-critically rationalist-minded humanist is likely to run into 
still greater trouble if be is not content to have a consensus that re- 
li^on is a part of culture, but goes on to insist t^t religion is merely 
this and nothing more. Romein and Bagby appear to take this second 
position if I have rightly interpreted their meaning.* It is a position that 
gets its holders into difficulties when they come to deal with cultural 
and social morphology; for, in this field, it is only, it seems to me, by 
forcing facts and begging questions that one can stow away all specifi¬ 
cally religious institutions entirely inside the framework of other in¬ 
stitutions which may have a tincture of religion in them, but which are 
not themselves primarily institutions of a religious kind. The impracti¬ 
cability of this procedure may not be apparent at first if one approaches 
one’s morphological studies in historical order, starting with pre-civili- 
zational societies and going on to civilizations. The difficulties come to 
light when one comes to higher religions. 

The problem of morphology presents itself because ‘culture’ and 
‘society’ arc abstractions. It is possible to define them; ‘Culture* can be 
defined, as we have seen, as ‘regularities in human behaviour*,* and 
‘society’ perhaps as ‘the total network of relations between human 
beings’.* They can be defined, but the subjects of these definitions 
cannot ever be met with in real life. What we do meet with and are able 
to observe and examine are not ‘culture’ and ‘society’ but ‘societies’ and 
‘cultures’. Particular cultures are observable as regularities in the be¬ 
haviour of human beings who are participants in particular societies, 
besides being partakers in the cultures that are respectively charaaeristic 
of these. A society, with its cultural expression, and a culture, in its 
social setting, are institutions that have structures. What is the relation 
of religion to these social and cultural structures P In the singular 
number ‘religion’, like ‘society* and ‘culture’, is an abstraction. What we 
meet with in real life is not ‘religion’ but ‘religions’; and ‘religions’, like 
‘societies’ and ‘cultures’, have institutional structures. The question 
that arises is: Are these religious institutional structures nothing more 
than parts of other institutional structures that are not religious struc¬ 
tures exclusively or even primarily? Can all the religious institutional 
structures that are now in existence, or are known to tis from the his¬ 
torical record, be classified and explained satisfactorily as being parts of 

* In Toynbe* and History, p. 348, Romein writee: ‘Prom my viewpoint, all religious 
phenomena are part of the aoeial whole, a product, an important produ^ no d^bt, 
perhaps t^ moat important, but nevertheless a product only of aociety itself.' Ibid., 
p. 107, Bagby writes: 'It [religion^ is merely a part or aspect of civilisation, one of those 
systems of practice and bcliel whKh go to make up a way of life. It cannot be isolated 
from its aocU and cultural context and turned into a primary amt.’ In Culturt and 
History, p. 175, Bagby writes: 'Religion is ... only one asp^ of culture and cannot give 
its name to tM t^ie; we are no mote and no less entitled to speak of "Chriadan 
civUixatiort" than of "Democratic'’or “Monarchical civilisation*’ or, for that matter, of 
'“Tea-drinking civilisation’’. 'These terms do not cover empirically discoverable entitica; 
they are rather classes into which we put various cultures because they share a single 
culture-trait or complex.’ 

* See further pp. 272-3. 

i See further pp. 271-2. 
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other institutional structures of other kinds } Or are there some religious 
institutional structures, at any rate, that can be classified and explained 
only as being representatives of a separate and independent institutional 
category? 

Let us try the policy of treating religious practices and institutions 
simply as parts of the culture or some society, or some community 
wit^ a society, that is not primarily, or at any rate not solely, religious 
in character. This policy seems to work so long as we are deling with 
pre>civilizational societies and civilizations of the first generation. In 
these societies, as we have seen already, religion is closdy connected, 
not only with art, but with economics, and, later on, with politics, and 
further inspection shows that religion also enters into almost every other 
kind of activity in which the participants in these societies engage: for 
instance, tvar, education, and recreation. These societies do, in fact, 
seem to be highly integrated and more or less self-contained; and their 
religious horizon seems to coincide with their boundaries on other planes. 

This is obvious in the case of the political divinities; their respective 
realms do not even embrace the whole of the society in which their 
worshippers participate. A political god’s writ runs only within the 
frontiers of the local state whose collective power he or she symbolizes; 
and, even in those rare cases in which a loc^ state—say Babylon or the 
Thebaid or Rome—expands into a universal state, re^dm of the 
presiding god or gods—Marduk or Amun or Dea Roma and Divus 
Caesar—expands only up to the limits of the worshippers’ empire. 
It might seem, at first sight, as if the older gods, in whom the super¬ 
human spiritu^ presences manifest themselves through the medium of 
non-human nature, must, like this medium, have a more or less world¬ 
wide range. Olives grow in other countries besides Attica; Mother 
Earth yields com at other places besides Eleusis; and the sea has no 
bounds. So how can the Attic olive-goddess Athene and the Eleusinian 
Earth-goddess Demeter and the Corinthian sea-god Poseidon be 
merely local divinities ? Demeter of Eleusis did, as a matter of fact, 
extend her realm beyond Eleusis and beyond Attica to embrace the 
whole Hellenic World; but in this she was exceptional. Local nature- 
gods who reigned in principle wherever their natural media—sea, com, 
olive-trees, and so on—^were to be found, were in fact conscripted by 
their local worshippers to concentrate their attention on meeting locd 
economic needs. In fact, economic as well as political divinities were 
community-bound. There were as many of each of them as there were 
communities to require their services. Even the goddess whose medium 
was the boundless Earth was not allowed to ^ one and indivisible. 
Every economically autarkic territory had, under some name or other, 
a Demcter of its own. 

So long as the horizon of religion is thus bounded by the borders of 
regional societies, or even by the frontiers of states into which such 
societies are divided up or unified politically, it remains possible to 
treat religion just as a part of culture and as nothing more. But the 
possibility of continuing to take this line becomes doubtfiil and dis¬ 
putable when the ‘higher religions’ make their appearance. 
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ffigher religions, ss a class, may be defined by characteristics of 
theirs which are revolutionary new departures. They catch a new vision 
of the spiritual presences, higher than Man, in which these presences 
are no longer seen through the medium of human economic and politi¬ 
cal needs and activities but are seen direct as powers that arc not impli¬ 
cated €x officio in their local worshippers’ human concerns.* These 
powers may reveal themselves to human beings either as transcendent 
or as iirunanent in the inward experience of sensitively attuned human 
hearts. But, whichever way they choose, they make their presence felt 
as an act of grace towards human beings to whom they owe no obliga¬ 
tion and on whom they are not in any way dependent If the trans¬ 
human spiritual presence is experienced, not in Its personal aspect as 
God, but as an impersonal sute of spiritual being, as It is in the ex¬ 
perience of a Buddhist spiritual athlete, the quest for Nirvana requires 
the arhat to extricate himself not only ^m society but from self-hood. 
In either case there is a disengagement of the trans-human spiritual 
presence—and, with It, of Its worshippers—from the highly integrated 
life of some particular local conununity, and this disengagement has the 
consequence that the presence’s realm now comes to be thought of as 
being coextensive, not with some local state or some regional civiliza¬ 
tion, but with the entire Universe, while Its worshippers come to feel 
themselves members of a church that, in principle and in intention, 
embraces all men. 

In short, the higher religions are entitled to their distinctive name 
because they have a vision of the godhead as being sovereignly self- 
sufficient and onuiipresent, instead of any longer thinking of It, in 
traditional terms, as being indentured to the service of local worship¬ 
pers, being tied down to meir territory’s soil, and being debarred from 
breaking iMunds by the presence, in adjoining territories, of other local 
divinities of the same order, who have corresponding rights and duties 
on their own no less narrowly and jealously drcumscribed home ground. 
If the trans-human spiritu^ presence, when It is experienced direct, 
is seen, as in the Buddha’s vision of It, no longer as a personal godhead 
but as an impersonal Nirvana, then Its disengagement from the tradi¬ 
tional configurations of the particular culture of some particular society 
will be more radical than it will be if the direct vision of the presence 
does not obliterate the traditional anthropomorphic image 01 It as a 
divine person. Yet, even if the personal aspect of the presence survives 
the new experience of It, this new experience will have the revolutionary 

< In the Wd tanachj uunfT of primitive societies, Mtn, Neture, tnd God tre not dilTer- 
entikted from each other (R. Redfield: Th* Prvmthe World and its Ttanrformatiom, 
p. 104). 'Neither an absolutely unconditioned God nor a wholly secular desciiprion of 
natural law is conceivable in a savage or barbaric aettlement before the rise of cities' 
(ibid., p. 102). A spiritual tension over the difference between whit is and what ought to 
be seems to nave made itself felt first as a result of the experience of ‘the First Inter¬ 
mediate Period* in both Egypt and Sumer (Chr. Dawson: Tht Dynamia of World 
History, p. xi6). The revoluconary spiritual event was the experience (authentic or 
illusory^ of the establialment of dir^ communion between individual human souls and 
an Abaolute Spiritual Reality transcending the world of Nature (and also the world of 
human aocietjO: and this dates from the last millennium B.c. (ibid., pp. tiy-iS; cp. 
p. 177). *It was in India that the decisive step was first taken, and it was in India that the 
new view of Reality was followed out unwaveringly in all its practical implications' 
(ibid., p. xx8). 
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cultural and social effect of breaking up the previous comprehensive 
cultural integration of the society in which the new vision is attained. 
In fact, the epiphany of a higher religion splits an integrated culture in 
a way that is comparable to the splitting of undifferentiated Reality by 
the awakening of consciousness. 

If this is the higher religions’ nature and effect, it will be inherent in 
their nature that ^ey should find their social expression in independent 
organizations of their own and that they should engage in missionary 
activity. When the trans-human spiritual presence is seen direct instead 
of through the medium of human social needs and activities, human 
beings who have attained this new vision will be impelled to act on it 
in two new ways. They will want to enter into a new association with 
each other, independent of their traditional social ties; and they will 
want to communicate to the rest of mankind the saving truth about 
Reality that has been revealed to, or been discovered by, the adherents 
of the new religion in their belief. The emergence of this impelling 
sense of mission, with nothing short of the whole World for its field, 
raises the question whether the histories and institutions of the higher 
religions can really be stowed, like those of older religions, within the 
f^meworks of the histories and institutions of particular pre-existing 
societies of a kind that is not primarily religious. May it not be found 
that the higher religions must be treated as societies of a new species, 
and must therefore be regarded as phenomena which cannot be dealt 
with in terms of any other species than their own if they are to be dealt 
with adeqijately—that is to say, intelligibly? This question can be 
brought into sharper focus. Can the higher religions be dealt with as if 
they were simply parts of the cultures of the civilizations, which were 
the highest species of society in existence at the time when the higher 
religions emerged ? Can each of the higher religions be regarded as being 
one of the products and expressions of some particular civilization, and 
as being nothing more than that ? 

An orderly rationalist mind will be reluctant to be convinced that 
this question cannot be answered in the affirmative; for, if it can be, 
without doing violence to the phenomena, this will be a victory for 
simplicity and for clarity.^ It make for simplicity because it will 
allow the student of human affairs to go on dealing with human history, 
since the emergence of the earliest civilizations about five thousand 
years ago, in terms of a comparative study of this species of society and 
this one only. The subsumption of higher religions under civilizations 
will also make for clarity, because it will make it possible to go on 
treating religion simply as a part of human culture. It will make it 
possible still to avoid grappling with the controversial question whether 
the spiritual presence higher than Man, that is vouched for by unveri- 
fiable religious experience, is Reality itself or is a prodigious illusion. 
The powerful appeal of this rational quest for clarity and simplicity got 
the better of me, for one, when I was working out my origin^ plan for 
this book. I decided to try to bring the whole field of human affairs, 

* 'We tre iaclised to believe that the ultunate laws of Nature are not only few but 
simple' (H. W. B. Joseph: An Introdiutitm to Lofie, and ed.. pp. $06-7). 
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since the appearance of the earliest civiliaations, within the framework 
of a comparative study of civilizations.^ And, before I started to put this 
decision into action, I was reassured by Ae publication of the first 
volume of Spenglcr’s work, in which I found that my otvn intended 
plan of operations had been anticipated, with apparently complete 
assurance, by an inquirer who was obviously a man of genius. The same 
plan of operations has since been followed by Bagby;* and I should 
guess that he, too, was attracted to it by the promise of clarity and 
simplici^ that this plan appears to hold out before one baa begun to put 
it to the test of applying it to the phenomena. This empirical test 
raises the question: Do Ae phenomena allow of this apparently clear 
and simple solution of the problem presented by the appearance of the 
higher religions? This is a difficult question to answer, because it is 
difficult to find anyone who is in a position to approach it impartially, 
without parti pris. The most that anyone can do is to get to grips with 
the phenomena in as open-minded a mood as he can muster up. 

3. THE HIGHER RELIGIONS’ STATUS IN THE LIGHT OF THE 

PHENOMENA 

If we start by looking at the three oldest of the higher religions— 
Judaism, Zoroastrianism, and Hinduism’—^we may be inclined to judge 
that these can each be subsumed under a particular civilization more or 
less legitimately. 

It is true that all three, like other representatives of the new species 
of religion, conceive of the godhead as being sovereignly self-sufficient 
and omnipresent. BrahmS, Ahuramazda, and Yahweh reign, each of 
them, over the whole of mankind and the whole of the Universe.* They 
are not just the respective contmunal divinities of the Hindus, the Par- 
sees, and the Jews. It is also true that the followers of all three religions 
have shown concern to propagate their faiths. The Jews converted to 
Judaism the royal family of the kingdom of Adiabcnc (in what is now 

> Here, I think, I was committiag the tin of pride of which serertl cridca mccuse me 
(tee Chapter II, Annex: AdHmmttm, p. 638). I atand convicted, I am afraid; and this 
ia, I also fear, presumptive evidence of conceitedneat. The only defence that I can plead 
is that I have since chuged my plan as a result of my experiences in trying to car^ it out 
in its original form. * In Cultvrt end History. 

» For tlM purpose of the present argument, I am using the word Hinduism in its more 
usual sente as meaning the indigenous reltrion of India from the close of the inter* 
regnum following die dissolution of the Indus Culture down to the present day (the 
religion of the Indus Culture remains unknown to us so iu, save for a few Essbes of 
light that have been thrown upon it by some of its disinterred artefacts). In vols. i-^X 
I have provisionally confined my usage of the word to mean only the poat-Buddhsic 
indigenous religion of India. This usage of mine has been disputra, together with the 
chronological caesura, tentatively drawn by me in Indian history, with which it is con¬ 
nect^. '^ese points are discussed in the present volume on pp. x8x-’4, below. 

♦ Ahuramazda’s omnipotence is, of course, contested 1 ^ his adversary Angramain- 
yush; Yahweh’s omnipotence is defied his adversary Satan; and Brshmi is made 
manifest to men in the fonn of a host of emanations, who, looked at historical^, ^ 
survivors from s previous polytheism with which Hinduism bss never m^e a brmk. 
On the ether hanL in the Hindu vision of the godhead, its personri liKet. Brshmi, has 
a complement in an impersonal facet, Brahmiiu And Bjrahn« is more wmote wd 
farther withdrawn from implicatioD in human affairs than either Yahweh or AhuramaMa, 
who have never been followed beyond the range of personality in their worshippers’ vision 
of them. 
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Traqi Kurdistan), in the first century of the Christian Era, and the 
royal family of the Turkish Khazar horde, on the steppe between 
the Lower Volga and the Lower Don, in the eighth century; and, in the 
fastnesses of the Caucasus and of the Semyen Mountains in Abyssinia, 
there are today highland clans professing the Jewish religion whose an¬ 
cestors must have been converted to Judaism by Jewish missionary 
enterprise. Zoroastrianism, again, was propagated in the time of the 
Achaemenian Empire (550/525-331 B.c.) to Cappadocia, and, in and 
after the time of the Sasanian Empire (a.d. 224-^51/2), from Iran and 
the Oxus-Jaxartes Basin across the Great Eurasian Steppe to Northern 
China. As for Hinduism, it was propagated eastwards from India as far 
across Indonesia as the island of Bali and, on the mainland, as far as 
what is now Southern Vietnam. 

These three religions thus display the two distinaive marks of their 
class; ‘an ancient civilization was transmuted by a series of challenges 
into a universal religion*;* yet none of the three ever took the new road 
decisively; all three remained straddled ambiguously mth one foot on 
either side of the line marking the new departure. In their conception of 
the role of Almighty God, their adherents became arrested in a state of 
double thinking which, to Christian and Muslim minds, seen^ para- 
dojucally inconsistent. After they had come to think of God as the 
omnipresent lord of the Universe, they went on thinking of Him at the 
same time as still being the peculiar local god of the society or com¬ 
munity in which He had originally been worshipped as such. Thus, 
each of these three religions, in burning a higher religion, still also 
continued to be a part of the integrated culture of a particular com¬ 
munity or society; and it has never become feasible to be converted to 
the Jewish, the Zoroastrian, or the Hindu religion without at the same 
time having to become a naturalized member of Jewish, Zoroastrian, 
or Hindu society.* Conversion to Judaism or Zoroastrianism has in¬ 
volved submission to a system of law^ in which religious observances are 
inextricably intertwined with what, to Christian and Muslim minds, 
would seem like purely secular regulations. Conversion to Hinduism 
has involved incorporation in a caste and submission to the restrictions 
that the Hindu caste system entails.^ This explains why conversions to 
these three religions have been rare, and why their adherents have been 
no more than half-hearted in their efforts to bring gentiles into their 
jealously guarded folds.* The source of the perenni^ ill-feeling between 

* R*bbi J. B. Agitt, in yudmm, toI. 4, No. 4 (Fall, 1955), p. 332. 

* In Jevnah historjr 'there resulted in the post-Biblieaf pmoo a uni(]ue combination 
of a perfectly uniretuliatie religion with an intensely nationalistic ethnic group’ (Agus, 
inyudaitm, 1956, p. 30). 

* To accept Judaism without accepting the Mosaic Law is a contradiction in terms* 
(B. BeHcovitz: ^daism: PottU or Ftrmgnlf p. 76). 

* All the tame, when Hinduism was propa^ted into Indonesia and into continental 

South-East Asia, 'the Indian social structure, with its caste system, was leas thoroughly 
absorbed than wsa the religious' (H. G. Quaritch Wales: Tht of GreaUr India 

(London 1951. Quaritch), p. 20). 

t Agus holds that ethnic loyalty diverted the Jews horn missionary efforts, in spite of 
the fact that ‘the Jewish religion was as univer^istic in its teaching as Christianity or 
Islam.... The Talmud operatea conaistently on the suppoaition that a deep line of dis¬ 
tinction must be drawn between the rights of Jews and non-Jews’ (Agus in jhidoirin, 1956, 
p. 45; Cp. Juvenal; Satvra XIV, U. 101-4). At the aame time Agus points out that, in 
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Jews and gentiles, and of the tragedies and atrocities in which this has 
repeatedly come to a head, is the inability of both gentiles and Jews to 
tell whether being a Jew means being an adherent of a religion or 
whether it means being a partaker in the culture of a community that, 
even in dispersion, has retained its original ethnic character.* 

The question whether Judaism is part of the culture of a community 
or whether it is a religion that can be embraced by anyone, whatever bis 
ancestral culture or his local nationality may be, is the question that was 
at issue, in the first generation of Christianity, between the Jewish 
Christian church and the gentile Christian church created by the 
missionary work of Saint Paul. And it is significant that the secession 
of the Christian Church from Jewry, which followed in spite of Paul’s 
and Peter’s unanimous desire to avoid the breach, was not the only case 
of its kind. Six hundred years later another new religion inspired by 
Judaism, namely Islam, parted company with Jewry, as Christianity 
had done, on a mission to convert the gentiles to the saving truth which 
the Jews themselves had been keeping to themselves,* like the talent 


the Go»eU, the Pharuees are deacribed as beuig eaeer to nuke oonverts. See, for ez> 
ample, Matt. niii. 15. 

< The ambiguity of the attitude of some Jews, at any rate, on this point is illustrated 
by the following set of passages in M. Samuu’s Th* Prtfjtssor end th* PossU: ‘When a Jew 
considers his Americanism or his Englishhood ts a substitute for Judaism and a replace* 
ment for his feeling of participation in the Jewish peoplehood ... he secularises bunscif 
out of his Jewish identity* (^. x8o). 'Neo-Zionism was an instinctive counter-more 
against the threat of aasimilation presented by specific modem conditions’ (p. 197). At 
the same time, Samuel maintains that to uv that the Jewish Ctbos was incompatible with 
the functions of modem citixenship w'oula be to declare the Jewish Ctbos immoral—‘a 
point of view not worth arguim; with’ (p. 196). 

To judge by these psssagM, Samuel’s position seems to be that a Tew would be failing 
to do his full duty towards Judaism if he were to decide to do his full duty as a citizen of 
the gentile country of whi^ he is a citizen d* jur*, but that it would be offensive in a 
gentile to point out that a Jew who took this line was deliberately assuming two incom¬ 
patible obligations and was trying to have the best of both worlos. 

In another pssssto (p. 263), Samuel suggests that being a gc^ Jew, in his sentt, 


people _ _ 

whether this kind of belonging and inclusion must lead to a proportionate oot-belongtng 
and exclusion: wb^er, in short, this is a form of egocentneity destructive of one’s all- 
human coRSdousrtess.’ 

If Samuel may be taken as being representative of one of s^ersl present-day Jewish 
states of mind, ^ese passages suggest that, in some Jewish minds ti^y, there is a stiU 
unclarified ambiguity on tM questions what it means to be a Jew and what attitude to¬ 
wards gentiles tl^ entails. If so, it is perhaps natural that some present-day gentiles—^ 
including, for insunce, me—should also be somewhat in the dark on these points. Rabbi 
Agus is right in saying of me that 'his judgment derives from an ambiguity in t he us e of 
the term Judaism. At times he equates Judaism with the ethnic culture of Jewry; at 
other times he thinks of the Jewish Wth as a separable pattern of ideas which is included 
more or leas in our modem western culture’ {jvdaism, vol. 4, No. 4 (Fall. 1955), p- 3 * 0 - 
‘He tends to lose sight of the distinction between Judaism ai^ “Jewishness or the 
national-cultural civitization of Jewish People’ (TTMNoriono/ycwuA MvnOdy, November 
i9j 6, p. 40). 

* Rabbi J. B. Agiu explains the secessions of Christianity and Islm frorn Judaism in 
terms of one of the ideas put forward by me in the present book fviii. 10): it ww a case 
of barlMrians capitulating 10 a superior culture by adopting it and at the same time still 
asserting their own cultural distinctiveness by adopting the superior alien culture in so 
heretical form tjvdaun, 1956, p. 41). The combination of Jewish monotheism with 
Jewish nstionsbsm inevitably product th^ gentile reaction. In Christisjuty and Islm 
‘the [JewisM message was twice accepted, but the messenger was twice rejected’ (ibid., 
p. 39. Cp. B. Berkovitz, Jvdairm: Postil or Ftrmtnti. pp. 45”46 tnd ^■ 49 )* 

Agua criticizes (ibid., pp. 19-ae) Klausner’s view—shared by Dubnow and by con¬ 
temporary Christian setelsia, e.g. WeUhiusen—that the reason why Jesus was rejected 
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wrapped in a napkin and buried in the earth by the servant in one of 
Jesus’s parables. In the history of Zoroastrianism it has been the same 
story. During the age in which Zoroastrianism was the established 
national religion of the Sasanian Empire, Manichaeism seceded from it 
in the third century of the Christian Era and Mazdakism in the fifth 
century; and in the following ^e, when the Sasanian Empire, as well as 
half the Roman Empire, haab^n conquered by the Muslim Arabs, the 
new regime’s Zoroastrian subjects in Iran were converted to Islam 
much more rapidly than were its Christian subjects in 'Iraq, Syria, and 
Egypt. In the history of Hinduism again, Buddhism and Jainism seceded 
in the sixth century B.c. 

These portentous secessions are evidence of an unresolved tension in 
the bosom of the Jewish, Zoroastrian, and Hindu societies between a 
will to transform the ancestral religion of one people into a religion for 
all men and a reluctance to cast before swine the pearls that were the 
spiritually privileged people’s heirloom. The tension resulted in repeated 
secessions because, in ea^ of these three cases, a people that had seen 
the vision of a higher religion could not bring itself to go the whole 
way either in accepting the consequences or in rejecting them. It shrank 
from paying the price of collective self-abnegation that has to be paid 
by a 'Chosen People’ if they are to become the missionaries of a world¬ 
wide faith; yet, at the same time, it could never turn its back on this 
vision when once it had seen it. This indecision condemned each of these 
three peoples to become a house divided against itself. 

This tnfrmity—coinmon to Judaism, Zoroastrianism, and Hinduism 
—of hovering on the borderline between two different ideals makes it 
just possible for a systematist to treat each of these three religions as 
being no more than the religious component (or part of this) in the 
culture of one of the civilizations. The same tendency to relapse from a 
universal into a communal outlook can also be observed in the histories 
of Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam. For instance, in Tibet, until the 
other day, the ecclesiastic^ institutions of Buddhi^ were being em¬ 
ployed to serve as the political machinery for a national government. 
In Western Europe, for nearly a thousand years ending in the nineteenth 
century, many local states brides the Papal States were governed as 
prince-bishoprics. Trent, Salzburg, Passau, Mainz, Cologne, Treves, 
Li6ge, and the Coun^ P alatin e or Durham are examples. Conversely, 
there are still today a number of countries in which Christianity has been 

by th« Jevra was because his teaching was supn*national. Klaiuner admits thst all the 
Ugia attributed to Jesus appear in the rabbinical literature too; and the Phariaees, Agus 
here points out, were univetsalists, whereas at least one paaaa^e in the Gospels, Matt. 
XV. 21-^, is more contemptuous of gentiles than any passage In the Talmud. Aa Agua 
seea it, Jesus was rejected, not because be was not a natioxulist, but because, in the eyes 
of contemporary pharisees, he did not make good his claim to be the Messiah. 

On this showing, the true founder of Chnstianity, in its historic form as a universal 
religion, would be, not Jesus, but Psul, when he won bis point thst membership in the 
Christian community need not carry with it an obligation to observe the rules of the 
Mosaic Law. 

Agus Ohid., pp. 30-31) cites Y. Kauhnan’s thesis that the reason why Christianity 
hulM to convert the Jews—whereaa it did convert the World—was because the World 
needed monotheism, whereas the Jews already had it. According to Kauhnan, ’the Jewish 
religion maintains automatically the wall of ethnic alienation between Jew and Chr^tian’, 
and therefore the Jewa cannot accept assimilation wholeheartedly. 
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reduced to the status of a national religion incorporated in the establish¬ 
ment of some national government. This is, for instance, still the 
sutus of Episcopalian Protestantism in the Kingdom of England, minus 
Wales, and of Eastern Orthodox Christianity in every country, except 
those now under Communist rule, in which this form of Christianity 
is prevalent. In the Islamic World, again, the Shi'ite sect of Islam is 
today still the established national religion of the Kingdom of Iran; 
and a consideration of the early history of Islam, during the first 
century and a half after the opening date of Muhanunad’s preaching 
at Mecca, suggests that Islam as a whole nearly lapsed into becoming 
the national religion of the Arabs—a fate which w’ould have prevented 
it from being, as it has been, a missionary religion with a world-wide 
appeal.‘ 

Is it possible, then, to dispose of Islam, Christianity, and Buddhism 
in the way in which it might conceivably be just possible to dispose of 
Judaism, Zoroastrianism, and Hinduism? Can ea<^ of these other three 
religions, liketvise, be assigned by a systematist to this or that civiliza¬ 
tion and be labelled as the religious component—or as part of the reli¬ 
gious component—of the container-civilization’s culture ? Spenglcr has 
taken this line uncompromisingly. In his morphology of human affairs 
since the emergence of civilization, the higher religions find a place only 
as elements in the structures of the civilizations and as incidents in the 
histories of the civilizations’ rises and falls. Bagby, in his prolegomena, 
follows Spengler’s lead, apparently without misgivings. I took the same 
line myself till I was pulled up short by the intractability, as I saw it, 
of the phenomena when, in carrying out my plan of operations, I reached 
the point at which I had to come to grips with the problem of the higher 
religions’ place in human affairs. Bagby would have been confronted by 
the same problem if he had lived to reach the same point in the testing 
of his original hypotheses. 

In his prolegomena Bagby gives the same list of six higher religions 
that I have given in the present chapter, and he fits each of them 
into the framework of some one or other of the nine major civilizations 
in his list of civilizations.’ Buddhism, as well as Hinduism, is taken as 

> See Chapter XIV, pp. 470 - 1 . 

* The form of words which he uses is that these six religions each 'originated within 
a m^jor civilization' (,C^turt and HUtory, p. 173). Thia would be true and indiaputable 
if, for the sake of the argument, we were to recognize the existence of Spengicr's ‘Magian 
Civilization’, which Bagby has adopted under me name 'Keer-Eastem Civilization* (see 
ibid., pp. 167 and x68), and if we were alao to concede Bagby’s postulate (ibid., p. 173) 
that the 'inventions’ of Tudaiszn and Zoroastrianism in or abwt the eighth century b.c. 
are to be attributed to the ‘Near-Eastern Civilization’, on the ground that these |inven- 
tiona’ were 'premomtorr developments prior to the rise of the Near-Eastern Civilization' 
—an event that Bagby dates some eight hundred years later, in about the first century of 
the Christian Era. Bagby holds, however, if 1 have read him correctly, not only that each 
of the high« religions originated within some single civilization, but also that none of 
them, at any stage in its histop*, was anytl^g more than sj^rt of the culture of some 
single civilization or other. This is implied in bus thesis (sec Toynbee and History, p. 107) 
that religion is merely a part or aspect of civilization, not a prinr.ary agent. In accordance 
with this thesis Bagby abatains mom giving the higher nligions any separate place of 
their own in the morpnology of human affairs that he oudinea in Culture and History. In 
hU view the study of human ^airs since the emergence of civiliz^on is wholly covered 
by 'the comptradve study of dvilizatioiu* that figum in the sub-title of his boM, and he 
sets himself to fit all six higher religions into this morphological scheme. 
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being simply part of the Indian Civilization. The other four—^Judaism, 
Zoroastrianism, Christianity, and Islam—are packed into a veritable hold- 
all for unwanted religions: the hypothetical ‘Near-Eastern’, alias ‘Magian*, 
Civilization that Bagby has taken over from Spenglcr.* The hypomesis 
that there has been, and still is, a real civilization corresponding to this 
label is a disputable one. This question is discussed at a later point in the 
present volume.^ Undoubtedly it presents the most difficult of all the 
problems that confront anyone who tries to identify the civilizations that 
have arisen so far and to disentangle them from each other. My own 
attempt to solve this problem by the hypothetical construction of a 
'Syriac Civilization’ has drawn heavy fire from my critics. In the present 
volume I am making a second attempt to grapple with this problem,^ 
and I am in no mo^ to be censorious about other people’s different 
approaches to it. Anyway, in this chapter we are not concerned with this 
problem on its own account. We are concerned with it here only in its 
bearing on the general question of the relatioiu between civilizations 
and higher religions. 

It should be noted that Spengler’s and Bagby’s system of cultural and 
social morphology takes for granted their thesis that each of the higher 
religions is wholly contained within one or other of the civilizations and 
that each of them is also wholly explicable in terms of its container- 
civilization. The system and the thesis on which it is based stand or fall 
together. If Spengler and Bagby found themselves forced, by the his¬ 
torical evidence, to admit that one of the higher religions had, at one or 
another time and place, been in some relation with two or more dvilira- 
tions without ever losing its own identity, they would then be bound to 
admit that this particular higher religion was not, after all, wholly con¬ 
tained in one single civilization and wholly explicable in terms of this. 
To vindicate the validity of their morphology they must demonstrate 
either that each of the higher religions has run its course, so far, within 
the channel of some single civilization’s history, or, alternatively, that, 
if a higher religion has apparently been in relations with more civiliza¬ 
tions than one, this apparent historical datum is illusory. What has 
transcended the limits of a single civilization is merely a common name, 
with no common substance corresponding to it. The religion associated 
with each of the two or more different civilizations in question will, in 
Spengler’s and Bagby’s view, be found on inspection to be in reality a 
separate and different religion from any that is associated with any other 
of these civilizations. Even if it does bear the same name, the common 
label will prove to be incorrect and misleading. 

In Culture and History Bagby does not go into this point in his re¬ 
ference to Buddhism,*^ but in the light of his morphological analysis of 
Christianity we may assume, I think, that he regards the Buddhism of 
Eastern Asia (China, Korea, Japan, Vietnam) as being, in effect, a new 
religion that has nothing beyond the name in common with the earlier 
Buddhism of India. It is true that every higher religion—Christianity, 
Buddhism, Islam, or whichever it may be—tends both to retain some- 

1 S«e the precedinz footnote. > See pp. 443-6. 

> See pp. 446-61. ♦ On p. 173. 
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thing of the distinctive colour of the social and cultural environment in 
whi^ it has originated, and also to take on something of the colour of 
any other environment into which it may subsequendy have made its 
way. This is to be expected, since the higher religions, whether or not 
they are ‘of’ the World, are unquestionably ‘in’ it, and ‘the World’ 
means, in this context, some particular regional culture. But when this 
has been granted it remains to be proved that the transforming effect 
upon a higher religion of the experience of entering a new cultural pro¬ 
vince is so radical as to produce a break with the migratory religion’s own 
past that amounts to a change in its identity. 

The test-case for Bagby’s ^esis, as presented in his published work up 
to the date of his untimely death, is his analysis of the relations between 
Judaism, Zoroastrianism, and Christianity and his hypothetical ‘Near- 
Eastern Civilization’. In recognizing* that the origins of Judaism go 
back to the eighth century B.C., Bagby is implicitly identifying it as part 
of the culture of the Syro-Phoenician civilization that figures* in his 
list of ‘secondary’ civilizations. This identification is obligatory if we 
apply Bagby’s own morphological principles. This, however, would 
involve him in admitting that Judaism had been in relations with more 
civilizations than one, since he reckons present-day Jews as being 
partakers in the ‘Near-Eastern Civilization’.* His solution* is to identify 
the religion of Israel and Judah, from the eighth century B.C. onwards, 
and Zoroastrianism too, from whatever the date of its origin may be, as 
‘premonitory developments prior to the rise of the “Near-Eastern 
civilization’’ ’. In doing this, he is setting back the origin of the ‘Near- 
Eastern Civilization’ it^f by 800 years, to the eighth century B.c. from 
the first century of the Christian Era. This changes ‘Nw-Eastern 
Civilization’ from being one that arose after the intrusion of the 
Hellenic Civilization into South-West Asia and Eot* being one 
that, like my ‘Syriac Civilization’, originated in South-West Asia before 
the intrusion of Hellenism there and survived the millennium of 
Hellenic domination there that was inaugurated by Alexander’s over¬ 
throw of the Achaemenian Empire, 

I do not quarrel with Bagby for doing this, but I do notice that, as a 
result of his effort to bring Judaism within the compass of a single 
civilization, he fails into an inconsistency with himself. A few pages 
farther on,* in a criticism of my construction of a ‘Syriac Civil^tion’, 
he reasserts the separateness of his ‘Syro-Phoenician Civilization’ and 
his ‘Near-Eastern Civilization’ from each other. In this he may be right; 
but, if so, his previous modification of his own scheme so as to include 
his ‘Syro-Phoenician Civilization’ in his ‘Near-Eastern’ one, just for 
the sake of packing Judaism inside a single civilization only, suggests 
that here he may be fordng the facts; and this suggests, in turi^ that 
the thesis for the sake of which he allows him^ to fall into an incon¬ 
sistency may not stand up to the test of being confronted with the 

historical phenomena. v r ti 

This doubt becomes more insbtent when we also find Bagby tollow- 

* Ibid., p. 169. > Ibid., p. 167. 


I In op. cit. pp. <67 and 173. 
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ing Spcngler^ in treating Christianity in the Western World since the 
eleventh century of the Christian Era as being a different religion, in 
spite of the common label, from Christianity in the West before Aat 
date and from Christianity elsewhere down to the present day.* This 
contention is surely a paradoxical one; for surely Christianity, in all its 
later forms, bears not only a common name but a common character im¬ 
pressed on it by the experiences and achievements of the Christian 
Church during the first four and a half centuries of its existence. This 
age—the age of the Apostles, Martyrs, Fathers, Anchorites, and Creeds 
—has manifestly been the formative one. Compared to the decisive 
developments that occurred within that period, all subsequent develop¬ 
ments in Christianity as a whole or in any of its branches have been no 
more than minor variations on the original theme; but the manifest 
formative period of Christianity was over, and the distinctive character 
of Christianity was firmly set, more than five hundred years before the 
emergence of the Western Civilization according to Spengler’s chrono¬ 
logy, which Bagby adopts. 

)^y then do Spengler, and Bagby following him, exert themselves 
to prove that Christianity in the West since the eleventh century is a new 
thing ? The explanation is to be found in their inventory* of the contents 
of their ‘hold-^’ civilization: the' Magian* or ‘Near-Eastern’, whichever 
of the two labels may be preferred. This receptacle is so capacious and 
so elastic that they have managed to pack into it all peoples and com¬ 
munities that have ever professed Christianity down to the present day, 
with one single, and aw^ard, exception. After having packed in, along 
with the rest, the Christians of Western Europe from the conversion of 
Constantine down to the eleventh century, they have had to recoil from 

< See Spengler: Dtr XJnXtr^m^ da Abatdlanda, vol. i, p. 356. The penchant towards 
the incite was present in theNorthem landscape, in a state of deep slumber, long before 
the first Christian set foot there; and, when the Faustian soul awoke, it re-thaped both 
primitive Teutonic heathenism and western Chrisrianitjr into conformity with its own 
primordial symbol. It did this just at the time when the German, French, English, and 
Italian nations emerged, as umties, each with a strorwiy characterised physiognomy of 
its own, out of the fumtive forma of the God), Frank, Lcmbard, and Saxon peoples. The 
Edda hits preserved this earliest religious expression of the Faustian soul. It attained its 
inner completion just at die moment when Abbot Odilo of Cluny initiated the movement 
that trumonned the Magian Christiaaity of the Oriental-Arab world into the Faustian 
Chiisrianity of the Western Chiueh. Round about the year 1000 there were two possible 
ways in which a Faustian religion could take shape. It could either adopt and re«interpret 
the Magian Christianity of the Fathers or it could develop the Teutonic forms. The Edda 
is evidence for what the second of the tltemative possibilities wss.' 

* In Bagby’s ownwordsfm Cuiturt and Hittay, p. 175), Christianity ‘was adopted by 
the Teutonic kingdoms of Western Europe along with a number of other features of Nesr- 
Esstem CivilixSoon. When these kingdoms begu to develop s distinct mgjor civilization 
of their own around the begiiming of the second miilenniuxn, they retained Christiaruty 
but modified it profoundly in accordance with their new ideas and values. ... In 
accordance with the development of WeatCTn Europe, Western Europe^ Christiant^ 
has been even further mo^ed and has now taken a secular and rationalist cast in 
accordance with the character of the present age. Though many of the forms of belief 
and practice, especially among Catholics, are similar to those of Oriental Christians, the 
spirit-^the basic ideas and vwues—is quite different. . . . To an outsider it must be 
evident that Christ and hit disciplea were Near'Eastemers, not Westem-Europetns.' 
This last of the points here made by fisgby is certainly correct but it does not prove that 
Christianity in modem West is not still the Chrutianity that took ahape during the 
first four and a half centuriea of the Christian Era. 

» See Spengler: Da Untagang da Ab€mi!andu, voL u, chap, i B, pp. 49-51, especially 
p. 50, and chap, iii, pp. 335-399; Bagby, op. ch., p. 167. 
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trying to do the same with those earlier Western Christians’ descendants. 
The Christianity of Western Europe from the fourth century to the 
eleventh can be labelled as part of the culture of a ‘Near-Ewtem Civiliza¬ 
tion’ without creating a string impression of incongruity. But it would 
be almost prohibitively incongruous to pack the Westerners of the last 
nine centuries into the same mixed bag as the Byzantines, Muslims, 
Armenians, Jews, Copts, Maronites, Parsees, and Nestorians—the more 
so, when the Abyssinians and the Russians have been tied on to the hold- 
all’s outside.* 

It is hardly possible to label the culture of the modem West ‘Near- 
Eastern*. But, when once it has been conceded tlwt there arc two 
different civilizations—first a ‘Near-Eastern’ Civilization and then a 
Western one—with which Christianity has been in relations, it must be 
ar^ed, on Spengler’s and Bagby’s hypothesis, that there are two 
different Christianities—a separate rcli^on to fit into each separate 
culture-frame. If this is not demonstrated it will have to be admitted 
that Christianity has been in relations with two different civilizations 
with no change in its own identity; and this, in its turn, would mean 
that Christianity is a phenomenon which cannot be classified in terms 
of any particular civili^tion and which must therefore be a representa¬ 
tive of some different species of society. 

This last-mentioned alternative is, I myself believe, the correct con¬ 
clusion to draw from an examination of the difficulties into wluch 
Spengler and Bagby run when they attempt to deal with higher religions 
entirely in terms of civilizations. I ran into difficulties myself when I 
was taking the same line, and I concluded fiom my own experience that 
I had been on the wrong tack. One’s recognition of an error is more 
convincing when the work in which one detects it is one’s own and not 
somebody else’s. 

I, too, originally tried to account for the higher religions simply in 
terms of the civilizations. I took my cue hrom the relations, as I inter¬ 
preted them, between the Christian Church on the one side and the 
Hellenic, Byzantine, and Western civilizations on the other, and I took 
this set of relations as my ‘model’ for interpreting the historical roles of 
other religions of the ‘higher’ species. 1 still thir^ that, in the case that 
I took as my prototype, my interpretation "was not incorrect as far as it 
went; and I think this case does throw some light on the way in which 
the transition between an earlier and a later civilization takes place when 
there is an historical connexion between them. At the same time, I 
now think that I went farther than is warranted by the historical 
phenomena in applying my prototype case to other cases.‘ 

Following my clue, I saw a higher religion as a mechanism by which 
the species of society called civilizations lud provided for its own repro- 

* See Begby, op. cit., pp. 167,171,174. In terms of my cleeeiBcetioa, u reyieed in the 
preeent volume, Speogier's end Btgby's procedure n^ht be Mlvtged by ruling thet the 
whole of the crop pr^uced by a common Syrxao-HeUemc culture-compoet (see 

E p. 446-^1) constitutes a tingle civilization. But thia ruling would debar the West from 
eing counted as bei^ a ^tinct and separate civilization from reat. 

reconsideration of my previous procedure will be found in the present volume 
on pp. 170-86. 
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duction. I thought of higher religions as being ‘chrysalises* into which 
a disintegrating civilization entered in the last stage of its dissolution, 
and from which a new civilization subsequently emerged. This view of 
the historical role of the higher religions was, I now think, a variation 
on the same fundamental error that I see in Spengler’s and Bagby’s 
view. It assumed that the higher religions were significant solely on 
account of their serviceableness to societies of a different kind from 
their own.* Starting from my own taking-off point, 1 arrived at different 
findings from Spengler’s and Bagby’s over some points of detail. 
Instead of thinking tbit a higher religion always originated inside some 
single civilization, I thought that it always originated from an encounter 
between two civilizations or more, and that this encounter was always 
preceded by the breakdown and disintegration of at least one of the 
parties to it. One of the outward visible signs of social breakdown, as 
I saw it, was the spiritual secession of a proletariat from a ruling minority 
that could no longer maintain its dominant position by anything better 
than sheer force. I saw that in several cases the seceding minority met 
and mingled with fellow proletarians seceding from some other civiliza¬ 
tion, and I thought that higher religions were the offsprings of en¬ 
counters between civilizations at this social level. Seeing C^stianity 
as the offspring of an encounter between the Hellenic and the Syriac 
Civilization, and judging that both civilizations were in disintegration 
when this happened, I applied the same formula rightly, perhaps, to the 
history of the Mahayanian form of Buddhism,’ and wrongly, as I am 

* la retrospect I think that this mistake (as I now believe it to be) in my original 

diaraosis of the role of the higher relinotis in history was a consequence of my general 
outlook at that time. I readi^ kU into thinkingof the higher religions’ role as being simply 
a means towards a non-religious end because I was sceptical about religion in general. 
This attitude of mine is evidently apparent in earlier volumes of this b^k; for several 
critics have noticed it. John Strteh^, for instance, in an unpul^ished critique of vols. 
i-vi, finds that my a^ments for a return to religion are utilitarian and that 1 come near 
to thinking that religion is man-made. Lord milsham concurs with this criticism of 
Strachey’s in a letter of 4th December, written to Strachey after he had read 
Suachey's critique of ray attitude. J. K. Peibleman, in T'ien Hsia Monthly, voi. xi, 
Nos. I and a (1940), p. 146, footnote xo, finds that my argument in favour of other- 
woridliness is a pragmatic one, on the lines of the ftole of Solomon’s choice. J. H. 
Kicbob, too, suspects thst, in the churches, and indeed in religion in all its manifcsca- 
tiona, I see a means to a worldly end. Thu makes on Nichob’ mind an unpleasant im¬ 
pression of utilitarianism, and reminds him of the spirit of the ^e of the restoration 
after the French Revolution and Napoleon (TV journal 0/ Religion, No. 38 (1948), 
pp. 99-xi^; Studium General*, No. 4 (1951), PP- ^ &»•)■ 

My original approach to the relation between rel^on and the secular side of life may, 
I fear, have given some justification for these criticttms. Since then my attitude has 
changed, as tw been noticed by the critics cited on p. ay, footnote a, p. too, footnote 3, 
and pp. 649-31. If my attitude towards religion was formerly utilitarian, it is not so now. 
In any case, whatever the judgment on my present attitude may be, I agree that the 
utilitarian attitude towards religion b a wrong one. Religion is an end in itself, because 
it b concerned with things that matter more to human beings than anything else in the 
world. This b the discovery—or revelation—that was the origin of the higher religions. 
The utilization of a l^her religion to serve non-religious purposes b a reversion to a 
primitive state of ai&iis in which religion u an integral part of the total configuration of 
culture. Thb social reveraion seems to me to be alM a spiritual regreaaion. 

* The Mabayana seems to have arisen in India, contemporaneously with the rise there 
of the modem form of Hindubm, after there had been an encounter between the Indie 
Civilisation and the Hellenic. Thb encounter seems comparable to that between the 
Smac Civilization and the Hellenic after the overthrow of the Achaemenian Empire by 
Alexander the Great. India’s Hellenic conqueror, Demetrius of Bactris, overran India 
in and after 183 8.C., just after the Maurya J^pire had been overthrown by a usurper. 
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now convinced, to the history of the worship of Osins'—to take, as 
illus^tions, two cases out of a number that I tried to identify, analyse, 
and interpret. These differences of detail do not acquit me from the 
charge that, in the earlier stages of my inquiry, I was making the mis¬ 
take into which, as I now see it, Spcnglcr and Bagby, too, have fallen. 
The view that I now hold has been exactly expressed by Dawson: 

‘The great civilizations of the World do not produce the great religions 
as a kind of cultural by-product; in a very real sense, the great religions 
arc the foundations on which the great civilizations rest. . . . We shall 
never create a li-v^ng religion merely as a means to an end.’* 

Religious faith comes by grace, not by will. Religion cannot be called 
to heel, like a dog, to suit hiunan convenience.^ 

At certain times and plaMs livii^ religions have been tempted or 
driven into serving as means to non-religious ends; but to take these 
episodes of their history as being their raison d'etre, as I have done in the 
past, is to mistmderstand and misinterpret their mission. So far from 
this service of secular purposes being a fulfilment of their mission, it is 
a diversion from it; and, whenever a higher religion has allowed itself 
to be shunted into this side-track, there has always been a spiritiial- 
minded minority among its adherents who have remained faithful to 
their religion’s true purpose. 

When, in the Roman Empire, the Christian Church was not only 
granted toleration but was made virtually a department of state, the 
anchorites withdrew into the Desert, and tne Donatists, Nestorians, and 
Monophysites successively seceded from a church which the Mono- 
physites branded as ‘Imperialist’ (Mclehite). When, in the West, a 

The Mahay&aa played the role of a ‘chxyaalia* durins the interregnum in the hiatoty of 
China that followed the fall of the Han D3maaty at the turn of the aecond and third 
centuries of the Chriatian Era. In this aeries of even^ the^ttem of my prototype—the 
relations between the Hellenic and Syriac civilizations, C.hrutianity> *nd the Western 
and Byzantine civilizationa—is, I think, reeosnizable, tho^h perhaps I have czagyerated 
the points of resemblance between the two episodes, l^e role of the Mahayana in 
Cleese history is reconsidered on pp. 176-80. 

* See farther pp. 18^-5. Our pictures of the civilizationa that have been rescued from 
oblivion by the work of modem archaeologists are apt to change more rapidly and more 
radicidly thm oiir pictures of others—for example, the Hellenic—of which the memory 
has never been lost and from which we have a large body of 8urvi>'ing literature thu 
nves us not only a record but a key to interpreting this. Our knowledge of the Egyptiac 
Civilizetion hat no such solid body of evidence to stabilize it, and the reiding of Egyptiac 
history by the Egyptologists theraorc not only chanm rapidly but also fluctuates dis¬ 
concertingly. My original account of the worship of Osiris in i. 141-4 was riven on the 
au^ricy of J. H. Breaated’a book Tk 4 Dtvtlopmnt of RoUgion in Aneitnt Egy^t, pub- 
Ushed in tots. Breast had been one of the leading Egyptologists of his generauon, and 
in 1930, when I was writing those pages, it was not unreasonable to follow him mth con* 
fldence. Breasted held that ‘the worship of Oairis was a popular relirion’ (op. cit., p. 29) 
and that one of the results of its triumph was ‘the democratiaation of blesacdneaa b^ono 
the grave’ (ibid., p. 252). This view ot Breasted’s has now been discarded by his suMet- 
sort (see, for example, pp. xi-xH of the introduction, dated March. I 959 > by J. A. Wilson 
to a new eridon ot t^ book of Breasted’a: New York Harper Torebbooks), and 
we have no guarantee that their view will stand the teat ox time any bettn than hia has 
stood it. Meanwhile, the helpless outsider has to take it frtjm tlw diadochi that ^ wor¬ 
ship of Osiris was not a popular religion at bD. The future opinion of the epigoni is any- 
b^y’s gueas. 

» Chr. Dawaon: Tfu Dynamict of World Hittary. pp. 128 and x68. 

* Theae points are made by H. J. Morgenthau (in Toynbto and Hutory, pp. 198-9). 
among other people. 
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resuscitated imperial government tried to reduce the Roman See, and 
the rest of the Church within its reach, to the state of subordination to 
which the ‘Melchite’ Orthodox Church had already been reduced in the 
East Roman Empire, this secular cballenge to the Church’s freedom 
evoked the mighty resistance movement that was carried to a victorious 
conclusion, under the Papacy’s auspices, in the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries. This was the original issue in the conflict between the 
Empire and the Papacy. When the Papacy had successfully asserted 
against the West Roman Empire its claim to be the presiding institution 
in the medieval Western Christian Commonwealth, its assumption of 
this quasi-political power provoked first the Conciliar Movement and 
eventually the Protestant Reformation. The Lutheran and Anglican Pro¬ 
testants jumped out of the frying-pan into the fire. They fell straight 
into the jaws of autocratic parochial princes; and the Calvinists, where 
they survived, avoided the fate of becoming the slaves of parochial 
governments only by resorting to Muhammad’s expedient of acquir¬ 
ing political control. After the Anglican Protestant Church had been 
successfully reduced to subordination by the English Crown, the 
Chtirch’s true role was upheld in England by the secession of the Free 
Churches from the Establishment. Even in Intern Orthodox Christen¬ 
dom, where the Church has been deprived of its independence more 
continuously than in any other part of the Christian World, there has 
been at least one great country, Russia, in which the movement of non¬ 
conformity has been as vigorous as it has been in the English-speaking 
countries. 

Such assertions of a claim to independence, and refusals to acquiesce 
in seeing the Church being made to serve non-religious purposes, have 
not been exceptional incidents in the Christian Church’s history; they 
have been vin^cations of the rule against exceptional breaches of it. The 
Hildebrandine movement in Western Christendom in the eleventh 
century was not the inauguration of a new religion. So far from being 
a breach with the spirit of the primitive Christian Church, it was a 
revival of this. And the nonconformist movement in Protestantism has 
not been a dash in the pan. Today England and Scotland are the only 
English-speaking countries in whi(± there are still established churches; 
in sdl the rest, including the United States, all Protestant churches, as 
well as the Roman Catholic Church, are free from control by the state; 
and in Russia, since the Communist Revolution of 1917, the boon of 
hard liberty, that had previously been the dearly-bought privilege of 
the Russian nonconformists, has been thrust upon the Extern Orthodox 
Church by a hostile political regime whose intention, in disestablishing 
the Church, was, no doubt, not a benevolent one. Through adversity 
even more than through prosperity, the free churches, Protestant, 
Catholic, and Orthodox, have been gaining ground in our day, while 
the established churches have been receding.' 

I This is not, of course, the last word oa tlie relative merits of the Chrisdatk churches 
that are carried on the establishments of states and those that are free from this servitude: 
for the political status of churches is rtot ^e only rneasure of their prosperity and ad¬ 
versity. Another measure—end one which is no less informative—is the average level of 
the wealth and power of a church's individual members; end the reedlngs on gauge 
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The subordination of higher religions to states or other secular 
institutions is a relapse into the ancient dispensation—prevalent before 
the first emei^nce of higher religions—under which religion was an 
inte^l part or the total culture of some pre-civilizational society or early 
civilization. On the other hand the independence re-achieved by the 
Roman Catholic Christian Church since the eleventh century and, in 
more recent times, also by the free Protestant and free Eastern Christian 
churches is in the main line of advance, not only of Christianity itself, 
but of the higher religions as a class. For example, the establishment of 
the Shi'i form of Islam as the official religion of a Persian national state 
in the sixteenth century of the Christian Era has been followed, in the 
nin«ccnth century, by two secessions from the Shi*ah in Persia. The 
Babi movement, and its offspring the Baha’i movement, are missionary 
religions which address themselves not only to all Shi'is and to all 
Muslims but to all human beings of all religious denominations. 


4. THE LIMITS OP PRESENT POSSIBILITIES OF AGREEMENT 

The higher religions are bound always to strive to keep themselves 
disengaged from secular social and cultural trammels because this is an 
indispensable condition for the fulfilment of their true mission. This 
mission is not concerned directly with human beings’ social or cultural 
relations with each other: its concern is the relation between each 
individual human being and the trans-human spiritual presence, of 
which the higher religions offer a new vision. We may believe that this 
vision is an hallucination or we may believe that it is a revelation or dis¬ 
covery of Reality; our choice between these two interpretations of the 
phenomena will be determined by, and relative to, our fundamental 
presuppositions. But, whichever interpretation we adopt, we can per¬ 
haps agree upon accepting four propositions about the phenomena 
themselves. The first 01 these surely uncontroversial propositions is that 
the believers in the higher religions are convinced that their religious 
experience is not illusory. The second is that this conviction, whether 
justified or not, has given them the faith to move mountains. The third 
proposition is that the deeds which the adherents of the higher religions 
have done, and the institutions which they have built up, loom lar^ 
in the panorama of human affairs since the date when religions of this 
kind firet appeared on the scene.* The fourth proposition—which has, 
I hope, been demonstrated more or less convincingly in this chapter— 
is that, in a study of human affairs, the higher religions cannot be dealt 
mth intelligibly simply as products or parts of particular civilizations. 

do not necessarily coincide with those on the other. A policicsUy 'free’ church may beco^ 
the preserve of a privileged class, and may even become an instrument for protecting 
and promoting tlus elm's worl^y interests. The ‘free’ Protestant churches in the 
Eniriuh-speaking countries and the Roman Catbolie Church in France have, in our 
time, be^me, to some extent, the preserves and instniments of the Western muddle 
class. Coover^y, an ‘established’ church may be a seed-bed, not only for worldlincs^ 
but for tpirituslt^. In England, since the Rtiormation, spiritual prowess, insight, and 
leadership have not bm confined to adherents of the ‘free’ churches. 

< But see p. 76, footnote x. 

B 9629 
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They require to be dealt with, at least on a par with civilizations and 
with pre>civilizational societies, as primary phenomena that cannot be 
reduced to terms of anything other than themselves. 

A rationalist-minded student of human af^drs can, I believe, accept 
these propositions, including the fourth of them, without compromising 
his philosophical position or being untrue to his convictions. Acceptance 
still leaves open the question whether the unverifiable experiences, from 
which the higher religions have sprung, are or are not true insights. At 
the present day we cannot bring our conflicting answers to this question 
into agreement. This is beyond our power, becatise these various answers 
are relative to a sdll unreconciled difference in our fundamental pre- 
supp>ositions about Reality. 

Indeed, there is disagreement not only between rationalists and 
'trans-rationalists’, but ^so inside the ‘trans-rationalist’ camp. This 
domestic disagreement among ‘trans-rationalists', is, as I see it, a 
family quarrel. The differences of view from which it arises are con¬ 
spicuous, but 1 do not believe that they are irreconcilable, because I do 
not believe that they are fundamental. But this, of course, is precisely 
the point of contention between orthodox adherents of the historic 
higher religions and ex-believers who have come again to believe that 
Man is not the highest spiritual presence in the Universe, yet have not 
returned to this ^ief in any of its traditional forms.* Such agnostic* 
'trans-rationalists’, of whom I am now one, are perhaps even fewer in 
number than the rationalists in the present-day world. At present we 
cannot tell whether one or other of these two present minorities, or the 
huge present orthodox xnajority,^ or some other sect, as yet not visible 
above the horizon, is 'the wave of the future’. 

The unclosed rift bem'een orthodox believers and unorthodox 'trans- 
rationalists’ is not, of course, the first schism that there has ever been 
within the ranks of those who do not find in rationalism a convincing 
explanation of Reality. There are also the schisms between the different 
orthodoxies themselves, and these go back to the first appearance of the 
higher religions on the scene. Each of the Judaic higher religions has 
always been intolerant of all others, besides being intolerant of religions 
of the older ‘pagan’ kind; and this, though tr^ic, is not surprising; 
for intolerance is the defect of the higher religions’ virtue. The direct 

* See pp. 75*^. 

* I uy 'a$no6tic' (see p. 75, footnote 2) because Father Walker (in Toynbee and 
History, p. 343) and Strachey (tn his unpubmhed critique) are right in their judgment 
that I ao xwt hold the tzaditiooal view of reveladon aa b^g a ‘releate* by God of in- 
formation telling the truth about Reality in tome abaolute tense. I believe that the 
Buddha’s experience of enlightenment through His own spiritual exertiona was as valid 
aa Muhammad’s experience of enlightenment through Goo’s instructions dictated to him 
by the Archangel Gabriel. If the origin of the errpenence of enlightenment ia divine, it ia 
so, in my view, in a teiue in which the same epithet can be appbed, with equal truth^ to 
all the rest of our experience. My belief on this point ia exactly expressed in the following 
comment, by one of the coatributors to the collected papers of tne Htppoeratean aehod 
of medicine, on the ’Holy Sickness': 'I too hold that these phenomena are divine, but I 
also bold that everything else is likewise, and that nothing u either more divine or more 
human than anything elM. Each phenomenon has its own nature, and none occura in any 
but a natural way' {Effects of Dmerences m Atmosphere, Water, and Location, chap. 22). 

* The orthodox a&crenta of hiatoric higher relimona are still ia an overwhelining 
m^ority in the World aa a whole; in a rather smalin majority in the West; and in a 
minority perhaps only in Western intellectual drclea. 
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vision of Reality that each of them has caught is so much more con¬ 
vincing and inspiring than the older religions’ vision of it that the 
adherents of ea(^ higher religion have jumped to the conclusion that 
their own religion is a unique discovery, or revelation, of absolute truth 
and a unique means of salvation. Only the adherents of higher religions 
of Indian origin have kept their minds open to the possibility that 
there may be more facets of truth and more ways of salvation than 
one.* The reason why they have remained comparatively tolerant is 
that they have made less sharp a break than the higher religions of 
the Jud^c group have made with previous forms of religion; for the 
virtue of ‘pre-higher’ religion’s defects is its readiness to ‘live and let 
live’.* 

It is, of course, impossible that each of the higher religions can be 
right in believing that it has a monopoly of truth and salvation, but it is 
not at all impossible that all of them should have found alternative 
roads to salvation and should have seen truth, ‘through a glass, darkly’, 
in one or other of truth’s different facets. This is what I myself have 
come to believe. This belief does not necessarily involve the further 
belief that all the higher religions have seen the truth in equal measure and 
have found roads to salvation that are equally good. Nevertheless, I fear 
that Dawson will have been right in his forecast* that orthodox theolo¬ 
gians would ffnd my position unacceptable. A belief in the relative truth 
and relative saving-power of all the higher religions alike will seem 
tantamount to un^lief in the eyes of an orthodox believer in any one 

< In this coDtext Dawson observes, in Toynbn and History, p. 135, that the rellnons 
of the IntUiQ poup sad chose of the Judaic arow are as allernc to each other as ou and 
vine^r, and that, in the course of history up to date, the acid Judaic religions have been 
gatruM ground at the milder Indian religions’ expense. 

a The comparative tolerance of the spirit of ‘pre-higher’ religion is noteworthy, con¬ 
sidering that, as we have seen, the dominant divinities of *pre-higher' religion in its latest 
phase nave been apt to be associated with their worshippers' collective political power, 
and the parochial states, with which these political divin^es have been associam, have 
by no means been willing to 'live and let live' in their political and military relationa with 
each othn. They have habitually gone to war with esM other, and these frairicidil wars 
have tended to oecome more intense and more devastating until, in the end, all com- 
petitois but one have been wiped off the map by a sole surviving victor. It might have 
been expe cte d that a victorious state would treat the gods syinbolixing the collective 
polici^ power of its conquered adversaries as ruthlcsm as it has usually treated the 
political structures in which this power has been embo«ed. But, so far from that, the 
victor, in ^ age before the rise of the higher religions, has usually shown a prudent 
disciiminatioa m giving differential treatment to his human enemy and to the enemy's 
nation^ gods. He hu tuen it for granted that the enemy’s gods, in their domain, are as 
living and as potent and as l^itimately sot'ereign as the victor's own gods are in theirs; 
and the military defeat of the human enemy has not, in the victor’s view, entailed the 
consequence that the enemy's gods have either lost their potency or forfeited tfaeir rights. 
A politic victor in this ep^ has therefore usually treated the enemy’s gods with coo- 
SiMration and even with deference. The Romans, who were past masters in the art of 
conquest, used to make it their praedee, before delivering their final assault on the 
enemy's military defences, to address an invitation to the enemy's gods to come over to 
the Roman side, and the invitation was usually accompanied by the offer of attractive 
terms for admission to the Roman pantheon. 

t In Toynbte and History, p. 134, Dawson forecasts that I shall be as unpopular with 
theologians as I am with lutorians. J. F. L«d<fo finds that, though I exalt religion, my 
form of it is not agreeable to the orthodox (TVis Photnix, vol. 11, No. x{ips7j, m. t4i-»). 
K. LAwi^ finds that I am ‘neither an empirical historian nor a good theologian 
in History, p. 14). Anderie reports, in ms unpublished paper, that my approach to reli¬ 
gion is too lay-minded to suit the theologians' taste, and too theological to be of much 
mterest to tbe historians, sociologists, and philosophers. 
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of them.* A reverence for them al) will seem to him to be what Taylor 
has nicknamed ‘the religion of mish-mash’.* 

It is sad to find ones^ at variance with fellow human beings with 
whom one believes—notwithstanding their contrary beliefs—that one 

* *To advocate rcJigiouineaa is one thin;: to advocate relinous eclecticism is another* 
(H. Jf. Moi^thau in Tofmbtt and History, p. X 97 ). As a result of not rejecting any of the 
reIi«ons, Toynbee remsms outside them all. ‘T^bee is sensitive to the word of in 
so nr as it has become historically tangible in dogmatic symbols and ecclesiastic institu¬ 
tions, but... he does not hear the word as spc 4 »n to him personally’ (E. Voegclin in 
The Intent of ToynMs History: A Cooperatioe ApfireitaO. The Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. 
is, I think, making the tame point as Voegclin when (ibid.) he ju^es that, ’in the 
reiimous lidd, Toynbee is not sufficiently aware of his own limitations’. L. C. Stec^ni 
(in Midstra^ Autumn, 1956. pp. 84-91) points out that the ‘essence’ of Christianity, as 
I tee it, is, in effect, the element that Chmtianity has in common with the Mahayana. 
Dawaoo (in Toynbee and History, pp. 134 and 130-f) finds my notion of ‘philosophical 
equivalence! even more ^estionable when appliM to higher religions than m its applica¬ 
tion to civiliaadons. As Dawson sees it, ‘it u necessary to accept the Ch^tian in 
order to understand the Christian view of history, arra those who reject the idea of a 
divine revelation are necessarily obliged to reject the Christian view of history as well’ 
[Jhe Dynamics of World History, p. 135). I agree. Ldwiih (op.ett.,p. 16) points out that 
I do not see history in its Chnsnan framework (e.g. B.C.-A.D.). 

In Dawson’s opinion (Twaiw and History, loc. ch.), I am arguing that the living 
higher religions are identical with each other and in thita arguing, I am forcing the 
evidence. I ^^e tluit I abould be forcing it if I were, in truth, arguing what Dawaon 
thinks I am. On this point, be has not caught my meaning^I am sure, not through his 
fault but through mine, for having failed to express myMlf clearly enough. I ^ believe 
tlut aU the higher relinons, and, indeed, religions of all kinds, have in common an inkling 
of an identical truth about Reality and of an identical goal of salvation for human l»inga. 
But I do not hold that the religions themselves are identical; and, for as far into 
future as we cm see ahead, I do not expect that they will agne to mue a merger of their 
different doctrines, practices, and institutioxu, in which their common spiritual treasure 
is divenely presents. 

* A. J. r. Twlor in Toynbee and History, p. 117. Taylor's disapproval of my cathi^c 
piety towards the historic higher religions seems inconsistent with his accusation that 
1 lack 'the historian’s characteristic piety towards the put’ (see foomote 4 to p. 6^). 

s c.g.: ‘Toynbee does not mean what the Church means at all’ (Father L. Walker, 
History, p. 341), ‘It is neceuary... to atreu the radical unorthodoxy 
of Toynbee s position m terms of any of the eatablisbed ucramental Christian churches’ 
(Crane Brinton in The Virginia Qvarterly Reviev, vol. 31, No. 3 (Summer, 1956), 
pp-36 i-7<). InWisunst^tmdWeUbild, a. Jahrgang, Heft 4 (OctobCT, 1940), pp. 26^^, 
F. Engel-Janost maintains that my dualism—u revealed in my adoption of the myth of 
God’s encounter with the Devil—is incompatible with Christian doctrine. The idea tlui 
God needs the Devil’s help in order to create is not compatible with Ae idea of creation 
I think H. Baudet is miking the same point in Historie en Metahistorie, p. 53, 
when he un that I have 'historicised% 'biologist’, and ‘secularised’ an antique piece ot 
mysticism by turning the Devil into a ubiquitous insect: i.e. into Nature trying to 
raasert hera^ against culture. In the same passage Baudet also uys that I have replac^ 
God by the Christian Church, ’which is or jneater practical use in virtue of its n >ri al 
qualities, on which’ I lay ’so much streu’. J. H. Nichols, too (see the>uma/ of Religion, 
No. 25 (i 9 ^)> pp- 9 ?^*** 9 t an pp, 118-19, and Studium Genere^, No. 4(1951), pp. 175- 
82, on p. 182) finds thtt I identify the Kinedom of God with the ^u^ and mereoy 
reduce Chratianity to ecclesiuticism. R. L. Shinn finds that ’Toynbee'a danmous 
^leaiuticism threatens to subdue his de^r insights’ {Christiamty and the Rr^lem of 
History, p. 2^1). Toynbee, contnry to his intentions, sometimes mistaku a universal 
church for religion, the institution for the spirit (M. C. Swabey: The Judgment of History, 
p. 223). In T. A. Sumbeig’s view, in Social Research, vol. 14, No. 3 (^tember, 1947), 
pp. 267-84, some of the insidious virus of modem paganism has penetrated the soul 
even of modem historian’. Father G. F. Klenk, S.J., in Stimmen der Zeit, No. 145 
(*949/5®). PP- 376-84, on pp. 38aaeqq., demurs to my explaining the rise of Christianity 
as s natural event—a result of syncretism—and thereby wiping out Christianity’s tuper- 
Mtural character. Joynt remaris that ’in some ways the Toynbee view of the meaning of 
hutory IS odd even theologidl standsrds. The trmdidoxial Chnstien view is thet the 
ultimate meaning of history is eschatological, i.e. it lies beyond itself. Toynbee claims to 
^ve used empirical methods, and produced not only "lawa of Nature” but ”lawa of 
God ’ as well. In other words, the ultimate meaning of hutory ia to be foimd in history. 
In this conception the Deity becomes slmost entirely imminent and loses all transcen* 
dantqualities (TheAustratasianjoumalof Philoso^, vol. 34, No. 3 (December, 1956), 
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is really in agreement over the heart of the matter at issue. But I am 
anchored in my present moorings by two convictions that will not let go 
of me. I am convinced that the spiritual presence that is higher than Man 
is merciful and compassionate’ in Its aspect in which It presents Itself 
to us as a person and in which we see It as God. And I am convinced 
that every human being is capable of catching a vision of the trans¬ 
human presence and of entering into communion with It, whether he 
finds It in Its personal aspect as Brahmi or in Its impersonal aspect as 
Brahman or as Nirvana. Each of these two convictions can stand by 
itself; yet though they are independent they give each other mutual 
support; for each of them implies the other; so, if either of them is a 
true insight into Reality, the other cannot be a delusion. Together they 
give, for me, an assurance that the presence behind the phenomena is not 
capricious, and that the capacity to enter into communion with It is of 
the essence of human nature. I therefore believe that there never has 
been, and never will be, a ‘chosen’ people or sangha or church invested 
with a monopoly of truth and salvation. Any such monopoly, if it were 
conceivable (and it is not conceivable to me), would be invidious both 
for the recipient and for the donor of the privilege. It would not be 
consonant either with Man’s nature or with God’s nature as I see them. 
And, as long as I continue to see them as I do, I shall also continue, as 

p. aoi). Brinton in lec. cit., and |. H. Nichola. in Studium GentroU, No. 4 (t 9 Si)> P* 182, 
find that I am a Pelaaian. The Re%’. E. R. Hardy Jr. finda that I am a semi’-Paaaian 
(Th* Intent of Toynbee't History; A Cooperativt Aptraisal. 

If the reader cares to compare' the paaaaaea citra in thii footnote with those cited 
on p. 27, footnote z, p. 9^ footnote 1, and pp. 649 and 656 ), he will see that my 
attitude and belief in regard to religion have been critietsed, on a number of points, on 
grounds that are not merely different from each other but are diametrically opposite and 
are therefore presumably itvcompatible. I have been classified as being both a Pelagian 
and an Augxtftinian. I have been censured both for seeing God aa more immanent and 
for seeing Rim as more tianacendent than is right in the critic’s judgement. My attitude 
has been denounced as being both unduly 'otherworldly’ and unduly^thlsworldfy’. I have 
been charged both with valuing religion for utilitarian punoses and with denying value 
to the secular and material aide of human life except in so m as this serves as s means to 
religious and spiritual ends. In H. E. Btmes’s eyes I am 'a devout Christun mystic’, and 
my 'imamnadon is primarily centred on the second coming of the Lord under Anglican 
auspices^ Mr Introduction to the History Sodoiony, pp. 718 and 7 ^ 6 )- More discern* 
ing^, the Rev. £. R. Hardy Jr. finds that my interpretation of world history is, in the last 
ar^ysis, a devout one, but that, ’from the Christian point of view, the trouble with 
Toynbee’t “true religion’* it that it is too purely spiritual’ (The Intent of Toynbee's 
History: A Cooperative Appraital). 

Some of these mutually contradictory criticisms seem to cancel each other out. In so 
far as they do not, this must mean that there are inner contradictions in my position, or 
in my critics’ positions, or in both. My position has certainly changed while I have been 
writing thia book (ace p. 37 a^ve, and pp. 649751 belowl. I have alao, perhapa, been 
imprecise, in places, in setting out what my position is. At least, several critics have taken 
me to t^ on this account. I can only say that I am neither orthodox nor rationalist, and 
that my 'trans*rationalist’ position, between these two poles, is clesr to me, at any rate, 
in any case, whatever light my critics may or may not have throvm on my position, 
they have thrown much light, I should toy. on a far more interesting point. Th^ ^ve 
broxight out the truth that, at the present time, the Western World is a house divided 
against itself on the fundament issue of religious attitude and belief. 

I am all the more grateful to E. I. Watkin for the concluding paragraphs of his review 
of vols. iv-vi of tto book in The Tablet, jsth August, I 93 ^ 'Profe»or Toynbee’s book’, 
he generously writes, ’is a challenge to ua [Catholics].... Rather, it is the challenge, not 
of uiis Ixwk. which does but dispisy it, but of history its^.... May he communicate to 
the readers of his . . . work the vision he has seen with the faith and hope which it 
iAfpirctt*' 

* 'Misericors et miserator Deus’; ‘Allah ar-Rahmin ar-Rahlm*. This testimony from 
the harsh Ju^c religions is impressive. 
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far a$ I can foreteU, to remain in the theological position in which I now 

find myself. 

This stand of mine may put me out of communion with the orthodox 
adherents of each of the higher religions (at any rate, each of those in the 
Judaic group). It lies with the oith^ox, not with me, to decide whether, 
in their eyes, I am within their pale or am beyond it. But it lies with me, 
not with them, to feel the feelings that I, too, feel towards those sublime 
figures that are revered and adored by me as well as by their orthodox 
followers or worshippers. No human writ of excommunication can come 
between those saviours and me. My knee bows, like every Christian’s 
knee, at the deed of self-sacrifice, done for love of us men and for our 
salvation, that is recited by Saint Paul to the Philippians.^ For me, the 
doer of this deed is one presence in more than one epiphany. It is 
Christ, and, because it is Christ, it is also the Buddha and the bodhi- 
sattvas. 


* Phil. ii. xo. 
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RECONSIDERATIONS OF STRUCTURAL 

PROBLEMS 

IV. THE PROBLEM OF QUANTITY IN THE 
STUDY OF HUMAN AFFAIRS 

1 . THE INEFFECTIVENESS OF TEAM-WORK IN INTELLECTUAL 

OPERATIONS 

T he problem of quantity arises in the study of human affairs 
because it besets intellectual inquiry, whatever the field. It is 
a consequence of the conjtmction, in the structure of human minds, of 
two inescapable limitations. A mind has to operate by the method of 
analysis and classification, because it has no other method at its dis¬ 
posal. A mind has also to do whatever it is going to do within a single 
lifetime, and, what is more, within that span of it in which the mind is 
neither infantile nor senile. Thinking by means of analysis and classifica¬ 
tion takes time, and the process of apprehending Reality in this way 
breaks up the undifferentiated unity of the mystical experience into an 
innumerable host of phenomena. The quantity of the phenomena is out 
of all proportion to the capacity of any single mind to deal with them in 
a single working lifetime. Ars longa, vita brevis. This lapidary statement 
of the common human experience of the mind's inadequacy for carrying , 
out its ambitious enterprises comes from the pen of an Hellenic student 
of medicine.^ As soon as people began to try to make a systematic study 
of any fraction of the boundless field of the phenomenal universe, they 
found that they had set themselves Psyche’s task. 

Cannot her task be accomplished, and the problem be solved, by 
co-operation? Though the phenomena may be innumerable, human 
beings, too, are numerous—even though the number is limited, for 
practitkl purposes, to the roster of living participants in some particular 
society. Man is a social animal; co-operation has become a second 
nature to him; and, though practical co-operation has hitherto been 
limited to fractions of the whole living generation of mankind, it has 
nevertheless done marvels. Team-work has been the means by which 
Man has accomplished his enormous achievements in technology, 
economics, politics, war, and even religion on its institutional side. 
Could Man not obtain comparable results by resorting to the same 
device in other activities ? The answer is that, up to now, creative acts 
in the fields of thought, art, and the personal side of 'higher religion’ 

(as defined in this book) have been the achievements of single minds; 
and we do not yet know whether, in these fields, team-work is or is not 

< ^ fipaxik, 4 (Hippocrates: Apharumt, i. i). 
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possible. As far as we know at present, only single minds can think 
thoughts and express them. The squads, gangs, crews, and committees 
that have done, and are doing, so much of the World’s work have never 
yet succeeded in doing this part of it. There have never been such 
things as collective thi^ng and collective writing. Any document that 
purports to be the product of a committee will prove—if it makes any 
genuine contribution to knowledge and understanding—to be the 
unacknowledged work of some anonymous single draftsman.* Accor- 

< ‘As every persoQ with experience of committee woric knows, its fertility is limited to 
whst the best mind smona its members can mister; if the results of the discussion are not 
ultimately turned into a coherent whole by an tndi>idual mind, they are likely to be 
inferior to what would have been produced unaided by a sinnle mind’ (P. A. Hayek: The 
Counter-Jievolution 0/ Seience, note 82 on p. 2t8}. This is also my own considered belief. 
It was the startina-point of this book, and, on reconsideration, 1 find myself ss firmly 
convinced of its truth ss I was in XO25, when I wrote what are now the first pases of 
vol. i. I have been encouraaed by fmdina that I share this belief with Father M. C. 
D’Ax^. Team>work, Father D’Atey, too, holds, ‘can never take the place of the neat 
hiatorian’ (The Seme oj Hiatory, p. 57). 'Thia ia, however, a controversial belief, and my 
declaration of it in i. 4 has drawn the following comment from Sir Georee Clark in a 
paper on *The Oricin of the Cambridge Modem History* in The CatiAriage Histinrieal 
Journal, vol. viii. No. 2 (1945), pp. 57-64* 'The more we r^rd historical study as a 
methodical search for truth, ^e readier we must be to dispense with the smooth readable 
continuity which only an individual author can give to a whole work; and, if we look at 
The Cambridge Modem History from this point of view, we shall be impressed, not by the 
splitting up of the work among many autnors, but by their thorouglmess. The system is 
tM exact opposite of induatrwism; each writer made s fuUy srticulsted and finished 
piece of history whi^ might have been published by itself. They worked like medieval 
craftsmen, tome of them even grindiM their own colours’ (p. 58). 

I agree, of course, with Sir George Clark’s account of what has been achte\’cd in The 
Cambridge Modem History —as well I may, considering that he is making my point for 
me. What he and I are Mth saying is that historical thought, like all thought, is the 
work of single minds, and that, when you put a number of minds to work on dJfTercnc 
sections of some epoch of history, what you get is a number of separate self-contained 
pieces of work—so effectively sw-contained and separate that (to repeat Sir George's 
words) each piece ‘might have been published by itself’. What you m not (^t by this 
division of intellectual labour is an organic whole in which the individual writers' con¬ 
tributions Ml into place as integral parts of a unified structure. Each of the contributions 
may be a unity in itself, but they w not make a unity when they are strung together. 
Sir George’s contributors are like performers in an orchestra who have each played a tune 
of his own, iiutead of executing an allotted part of some work by a sir^Ie conmoser. As 
I tee it. structural unity is the property with which the editors and writers of she Cam- 
Mdge Modem History, and other symposia of the kind, have been ready to dispense, and 
in my view this reamneas is a serious error. 

In a work of thought, as in a work of art, of architecture, or of engineering* structural 
unity ought, I should say, to be one of the chief objectives, and this not only because it is 
an important end in itself, but even more because, in debult of it in an intellectual 
enterprise, h is probable that tome of the most important istues, problems, questions, 
and topics that ought to have been under coiuideratioii will have beei^stsed over. This 
is likely because the most important points are usually general points. These do not come 
into view unless one takes a compreheiuive survey of the whole field; and this is whst will 
be lacking in a volume that ia not a book but is an assemblage of booklets, each of which 
might just at well have been published separately. This point has been made by Polybius 
in ^ passages quoted here on p. 138, footnote 2. 

For this reason I am not ready to dispense with the structural unity that can be pro¬ 
duct only by a single mind (ss is ilhistrsted by the fact that each of me contributors to 
The Cambridge Modem Histo^ has successfully made a structural unity of his own con¬ 
tribution). I am as ready as Sir George and hia contributors arc to dispense with ‘smooth 
readable continuity', and I am impressed, ss Sir George is, by ‘the laboriousness, the 
“fsctual" knowledge*, snd ‘the mechanical skill’ of the contributors (I am repeating 
the words that I u»ra in the pamgc that he cites). But I sm still more impressed by the 
insbility of an intellectual engineering enterprise to achieve, by team-work, the result 
that mechanical engineering enterprises do schieve by it. A product of mechanical 
engineering team-work—a bridge, dam, liner, battleship, or skyscraper—is s structursl 
unity. In work done by an intellectual team, the contributions of the single minds do not 
proauce a structural uni^, as Sir George himself points out. 

The reason for this dinerence between the two results is to be found, I believe, in a 
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I dingly, for as far as wc can see ahead, the problem of quantity in in¬ 

tellectual work will continue to be one with which single minds must 
j grapple as best they can. The enterprise courts failure and therefore 

I requires audacity. In this field audacity is a virtue, not a vice. It does 

not, in itself, convia the intellectual adventurer of the self-centred sin 
of kybris. Being human, he may, of course, fall into this. But in plunging 
into the jungle he is performing a perilous public service. For the 
problem of quantity in intellectual inquiry is one that is not just personal 
to the inquirer; it is one of the important problems of society; and 
society’s need to see this problem faced, and, if possible, solved, is a 
need that, at least for the present, only single minds can meet. 

I 2 . THE INORDINATE INCREASE IN THE QUANTITY OF INFORMA¬ 

TION ABOUT HUMAN AFFAIRS 

The problem of quantity in intellectual inquiry is as old as human 
society itself. A society is a network of relations between individual 
} human beings, and, even in the smallest and simplest society, the quan¬ 

tity of these relations is innumerable. Moreover, an individual human 
being is not 'individual’ in the literal sense of being an unfissionable 
psychic unit. A personality is a network of relations between psychic 
events, and the quantity of these relations, too, is innumerable. So the 
, intellectual problem of quantity has always been there. It has not, 

I however, always been so strikingly and formidably manifest as it is in 

the present-day world. It is true that, at all times and places, including 
the present, the best-informed and wisest individual’s knowledge and 
understanding of the phenomena, within his own psyche and outside it, 
is infinitesimally small compared with the infinite quanti^ of the 
^ myriad things that are demanding to be known and understood. But it 

is also true that, for practical purposes, the range of an individual’s 
ignorance and knowledge is relative not so much to the infinite extent 
of the whole potential field as to the actual range of ignorance and know¬ 
ledge in the cidture in which this particular individual happens to partake, 
i The extent of this common store of knowledge that is at the individual’s 

I disposal is, of course, like the extent of the individual’s personal know- 

I ledge, always infinitesimal by comparison with the extent of mankind’s 

universal and perpetual ignorance. At the same time, it varies enormously 
as between different cultures, and, within a single culture, as between its 
different phases, by comparison with the maximum capacity of an indivi¬ 
dual mind. This variability of the extent of the common storeof knowledge 
is a point of great practiced importance, because a society’s common store 
of Imowledge ‘only exists in the dispersed, incomplete, and inconsistent 

difference in the meening of the word ‘teem’ in the two contexts. The seme word k being 
used fts the Ut^l for two quite different sociel structures. An editor's 'teem* b e number 
of independent creetort; tn engineer’s or erchitect’s teem b like e composer’s orcheetn: 
it b a number of disdpUned executants, each playing hb allotted part in the performance 
of a piece previously composed by a s^le mind. Even the cleik-of-the-works. aHat 
conductor, b merely an exeeutant-m-chiei. An editor’s ‘team’ are not executants of the 
work of a tingle mind; each man b hb own composer and b the exccuunt of hb own 
separate piece only. 


E 2 


io6 STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS 

form in which it appears in individual minds’ and it becomes coherent 
and consistent only in so far as some single mind succeeds in compre¬ 
hending and unif^g it. 

If we may use the terms ‘knowledge’ and ‘ignorance’ in the second, 
and more practical, of the relative usages of their intrinsically relative 
meaning, it would be true to say that, in most societies at most times up 
to date, relative omniscience h^ not only been possible; it has been a 
normal attainment of any mind whose cumulative acquisition of know> 
ledge has not been cut short by an early death. As Marcus Aurelius puts 
it,^ ‘any roan of forty who is endowed with moderate intelligence has 
seen—in the light of the uniformity of Nature—the entire past and 
future’. This dictum was hardly true of the Hellenic World in Marcus’s 
own day. Marcus himself, as his writings reveal, was the heir of a culture 
that, by his time, had been accumulating experience and knowledge 
over a period of more than twelve hundred years. Marcus’s dictum 
would have been truer of the pre-Hellenic cultural interregnum. Rela¬ 
tive omniscience will have been wthin men’s reach in an age in which 
the art of writing in the Minoan scripts had been lost, and in which the 
Hellenes had not yet learnt the use of the Alphabet from the Phoenicians. 
Relative omniscience came within reach, again, during the post-Hellenic 
cultural interregnum in what, in Marcus’s day, had been the western 
provinces of the Roman Empire. This time, it is true, the art of writing 
was not lost even in this culturally backward western penumbra of 
the former Hellenic World. But the common store of culture did 
dwindle, here and then, to a compass that made it possible for an 
individual to master the whole of it; and here it was some time before 
the achievement of this relative omniscience was made impracticable 
once more by the gradual rise of the Western Civilization. The whole of 
the common store of Western knowledge could still be known in the 
eighth century of the Christian Era by ikde and Alcuin, and almost the 
whole of it, even as late as the thirteenth century, by Saint Thomas 
Aquinas and Dante. We present-day Westerners, however, like the 
Hellenes in Marcus’s day, ^ve at our disposal a fund of experience and 
knowledge that has been accumulating for more than twdve hundred 
years, and this present-day Western hind is also at the disposal of the 
whole human race, since ^e Western Civilization has now grown to a 
stature at which it is offering itself as an initial framework for a future 
world-wide culture. So, today, both in the West and in the World as a 
whole, the individual once again Ends himself living in the times of 
ignorance, in the sense that, in the present-day world, the common 
store of knowledge is vastly greater than the maximum that an indivi- 
dtral can assimilate. In this sense a problem that is universal and per¬ 
petual is also peculiarly ours. In our case it has been aggravated to a 
degree that is perhaps without precedent. 

This increase in the amount of what there is to know b overwhelming, 
even if we confine our horizon, for present purposes, to the field of 
human afbirs. This dichotomy between what is human and what is 

> F. A. H«yck: Tht CounUr-RtvoIution of ScUtico, pp. ap-30. 

* Marcus Aurelius Antoninus: Moditathns.'Booik'kl, clup. i. Cp. Book VII, chap. 49. 
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non-human has, of course, always been arbitrary. Its arbitrariness is 
being shown up in our time by the rapid adN'anccs in the two sciences 
of psychology and biology. Advancing from opposite quarters, they are 
bridgi^ the traditional gulf between soul and body, spirit and matter, 
organic and inorganic, animate and inanimate; and they arc already 
pointing towards a future stage of understanding in which it will no 
longer be inteUectually tolerable to diffract the concrete unity of psycho¬ 
somatic phenomena. In fact, a day is now in sight at which the minimum 
‘intelligible field of study’ will be nothing less than the whole of the 
phenomenal world in all its aspects. 

Meanwhile, in the present psychic as well as in the present physical 
province of knowledge, there has been a sudden revolutionary increase 
in the quantity of data as the result of a great feat of analysis. The word 
‘individual’ means in Latin what the word ‘atom’ means in Greek. It 
means a unit that cannot be subdivided and that therefore offers a solid 
foundation for research into the structure of the Universe. In our time 
this once supposedly solid ground has given way in both provinces of 
knowledge. Wiile the physicists have been splitting ‘atoms', the psycho¬ 
logists have been analysing ‘individuals’. In both fields the former basic 
unit has been found, not merely to be fissionable, but to be a universe 
in itself: a microcosm that is as complex as the macrocosm built of hosts 
of these miniature worlds. The material atom has been proved to have 
an internal structure resembling a solar S3rstem, and the human indi¬ 
vidual to have an internal structure resembling a society. Like a society, 
an individual is a network of relations, and the individual’s internal 
psychic relations have, in common with his external social relations, the 
awkward property of being innumerable. 

This is not, of course, a new state of afiairs; it is not even a new dis¬ 
covery. In the Indie World in the sixth century b.C. the Buddha made 
the discovery that the supposed indivisibility of an ‘individual’ per¬ 
sonality was an illusion. With the discerning eye of intuition, He dia¬ 
gnosed a personality as being a fleeting series of innumerable successive 
psychological states. Each of these states, as He saw them, was dis¬ 
continuous with both its predecessors and its successors. Two forces, 
and two only, held them together: the wind of desire, which drove them 
along in company like a herd of hurrying cloud-racks, and the load 
of Mirma —the cumulative balance of the self-recording moral profit- 
and-loss account to which desire gives rise in its vain attempt to satisfy 
itself. Modem Western psychology, approaching its subject of in¬ 
quiry by the circuitous route of analogy from the procedure of modem 
Western physical science, has arrived at the Buddha’s discovery about 
2,400 years after the date at which the Buddha achieved it intuitively. 
Buddhists and modem Western psychologists agree in seeing the internal 
psychic structure of an individual human personality as a network of 
relations between innumerable psychic events and in finding that this 
net has some kind of structural pattern. But the objectives of these two 
schools of inquiry have been widely different, and consequently an 
identical discovery has not had the same effect, in the two cases, on the 
intellectual problem of quantity. 
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The Buddha’s aim was austerely practical. He had no inclination to 
count or measure or classify the psychic cloud-racks; and He had no 
inclination, either, to study the texture and pattern of their relations 
with each other except to the minimum extent necessary for dissipating 
them. He was convinced that they could be dissipated by strenuous 
spiritual exertions, and He prescribed a plan of operations, based on His 
own spiritual experience and achievement. The goal was the liquidation 
of karma and the extinction of desire, and the reward for attaining it was 
that it would bring with it an exit from sensuous life into a state of 
‘extinguishedness’ {Nirvana). The spiritual residue, after the flame of 
desire had burnt out, would be immune from the malady of reacquiring 
personality in the form in which we know it, since it would be immune 
from being bom again into this world. The Buddha’s paramount concern, 
after His enlightenment, was to teach His fellow sentient beings the way 
of release that He had found for Himself. Since the way was hard and for¬ 
bidding, He was vigilant in seeing to it that His disciples should not find 
excuses for diverging into easier paths. One insidious temptation, for which 
He was always on the look-out, was that of yielding to intellectual curiosity 
about the psychic landscape that was the setting of the spiritual enterprise 
on which He and His disciples had embarked. In the Buddha’s eyes 
such curiosity was no better than camouflaged escapism, and He always 
flrmly refused to satisfy it. His attitude towards knowledge was like that 
of a present-day Western civil servant, not like that of a present-day 
Western professor. The information that He gave about the fleeting 
psychological states and the way of release from them was the minimum 
amount needed for taking the necessary action. Accordingly, His dis¬ 
covery of the individual human being’s inner psychic universe did not 
lead, in His world, to any revolutionary increase in the amount of what 
there was to know. 

In the present-day world, on the other hand, the repetition of the 
Buddha’s discover}' has brought with it a revolutionary expansion of the 
intellectual horizon, because the aims and methods of modern Western 
psychologists have been unlike the Buddha’s. The purpose that has 
inspired them has not been to help a human personality to extinguish 
itself; it has been, on the contrary, to help it to keep itself in psychic 
repair for the term of its naturd life. The only things in common 
between this aim and the Buddha’s are a disinterested compassion for 
the sufferings of fellow human beings and a benevolent concern to bring 
them relief. But, since there is a polar opposition between the Buddha’s 
conception and a modern Western psychologist’s conception of what it is 
that suffering souls need to be relieved of, it is no wonder that the two 
schools should have put an identical psychological discovery to entirely 
different tises. Since the modem psychologist’s prescription for getting 
rid of suffering is not the radical Buddhist remedy of getting rid of one¬ 
self, but the n^d palliative of preserving oneself by getting rid of one’s 
psychic disorders, the modem psychologist is eager to know as much 
about the psyche’s inner universe as possible. The maximum, not the 
minimum, amount of knowledge is wl^t he needs for the pursuit of his 
un-Buddhist objective; and the duty of acquiring as much knowledge of 
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his subject m he can is enjoined upon him, not only by his approach 
to the practi^ problem of suffering, but also by his scientific method 
of work, which he has taken over from the older branches of modern 
Western science that are concerned with non-human nature. The 
modem Western school of science has been led by its experience to take 
up ^ attitude towards intellectual curiosity for its own sake which is 
the inverse of the Buddha s attitude. So far from looking on curiosity as 
a specious exctise for shirking present practical tasks, modern scientists 
look on it as a key to future practical successes; and this favourable view 
of theirs has certainly been justified by their experience during the last 
three centuries. 

For these reasons the rediscovery, in our time, of the individual 
personalty’s inner psychic universe has already had the effect of vastly 
extending the range of what there is to know about human affairs. If 
it were practicable to make an exhaustive record of all the psychic events, 
sub-conscious and conscious, emotional and intellectual, that arc now 
known to take place in a single psyche within the shortest span of time 
that a human mind can register, ‘the World itself could not contain 
the books that should be written’.* 

While there has been this revolutionary increase, in our time, in the 
quantity of things to know about Man’s psychic microcosm, there has 
also been a rantemporaneous increase in the quantity of things to 
know about his social macrocosm. Indeed, the increase in this field, too, 
would have been sensational if the increase in our knowledge of the 
psychic universe had not put it in the shade. The multiplication of the 
volume of social data has been proceeding rapidly in several directions, 
and in all these directions it has been due to one or other of the many 
consequences of the unprecedented technological advance of the 
Western Civilization in its recent ‘late modem’ and its current ‘post¬ 
modern’ age. 

One of these consequences has been to give the Western peoples an 
ascendancy over the rest of mankind. This ascendancy has been some¬ 
thing abnormal, and it now looks as if it were going to be no more than 
a temporary episode in the World’s history. But transitory events can 
produce lasting effects, and one effect of the recent world-wide Western 
ascendancy has been to knit together the whole habitable and navigable 
surface of the planet, with the air above it, into ‘one world’. This effect 
seems likely to last, l^cause it is a product of the Western technological 
achievement of 'annihilating distance’; and Western technology, tmlike 
Western domination, does not look as if it were going to be ephemeral. 
So far from that, it looks as if it were going to become a common pos¬ 
session of the whole human race. This knitting together of all mankind 
into a single world-wide society is still only in its early stages. But 
already it has produced a vast increase in the amount of things to know 
about human affairs. 

In the past, until quite recent times, a human being’s horizon was 
more or less closely confined to the particular civilization in which he 
happened to have been born and brought up. Even if he had become 

> John xxi. as. 
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one of a small highly educated minority, the classical education that was 
the standard form of higher education in most civiliaations till the other 
day would have expanded his horizon in the time dimension only. He 
would have acquired some familiarity with the culture of his own society 
in some earlier phase of its history, or with the culture of some earlier 
society to which his own was affiliated. This historical backgrotmd might 
have been broadened and deepened if the civilization in which he was a 
participant had grown up under the aegis of one of the higher religions. 
He would then also have been instructed in thb religion’s tenets and 
history. But he would still have remained more or less ignorant of the 
rest of the contemporary world outside his own civilization and his own 
religion, and also ignorant not only of the present characters but of the 
historical backgrounds of the other civilizations and higher religions— 
not to speak of the pre-civilizadonal cultures—among which the rest of 
the human race was distributed. At the other extreme, if he happened 
to have been bom and brought up in a society that was still in the pre- 
civilizational stage, his intellectual horizon would, of course, have been 
far more narrowly circumscribed than that 

This traditional state of mutual ignorance had at least one important 
intellectual advantage for human minds. It set some limits to the 
quantity of things to know. But these limits have been swept away by the 
revolutionary unification of the World as a consequence of its Wester¬ 
nization. One section of maidtind after another has been constrained, by 
this levelling of previous barriers, to widen its mental horizon to em¬ 
brace the whole World. 

The first to be affected have been the people in leading positions in 
the non-Westem civilizations. The force of the West’s impact has com¬ 
pelled them to acquaint themselves with Western technology. Western 
languages, and, to some extent, also with Western manners and cus¬ 
toms. They have had to do this if their country has been subjugated by 
some Western state, because they have had to accommodate themselves 
to the alien ways of their new Western rulers. But they have had to do 
the same if they have saved themselves from falling under Western 
rule and have b^n bent on continuing to preserve their independence; 
for the West’s technological superiority has been so manifest, and has 
also so manifestly been the cause of the West’s military and political 
ascendancy, that it has quickly become obvious that the only effective 
way of resisting the West is to do it with Western weapons, spiritual as 
well as material. This has meant, not merely acquiring these weapons, 
but also learning how to use them, service ^em, and make them; and 
that, in turn, meant serving an apprenticeship in Western arts. 
Sooner or later it has become apparent that these arts cannot be mastered 
if one approaches the task from a narrowly utilitarian point of view. To 
acquire the Western art of war involves acquiring one element of Western 
culture after another, until the only practicable course comes to be the 
adoption of the Western Civilization in its entirety. This bitter pill 
may be sweetened by labelling the importunate alien civilization 
’modem’ instead of ’Western’, and coming to look upon it as a common 
achievement and possession of all mankind rather than as something 
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imposed, either directly or indirectly, on the majority by an all-power* 
ful Western minority. Whether sweet or bitter, the pill has had to be 
swallowed. It has been no more possible for non-Westem diehards to 
reject the Wwtem Civilization than it has been for non-Westem 
defeatists. This Westernizing movement in the non-Westem World 
began among the Eastern Ordiodox Christian peoples—Greeks, Serbs, 
Rumans, and, above all, Russians—towards the end of the seventeenth 
century, in the generation of Peter the Great, During the quarter of a 
millennium that has elapsed since then, the movement has gathered 
momentum and has become world-wide. By now it would be near the 
truth to say that there is no longer any living society, however primitive, 
that has not been drawn into the Westernizing movement, at least to 
some extent. 

This Westernizing movement among the non-Western majority of 
mankind has had its counterpart among the Western minority in an 
impulse to learn something al^ut the rest of mankind. This movement 
in the inverse direction has been slower in getting under way. In any 
encounter between parties that are signally unequal in strength, the 
weaker party always has to come on to the stronger party’s ground faster 
and farther than the stronger party finds it necessary to come on to the 
weaker party’s. As the West progressively loses its temporary ascen¬ 
dancy, we may expect to sec its approach towards the rest of the World 
gain in impetus.^ Meanwhile the West has already gone far in making 
itself acquainted with the non-Western societies and ^eir cultures. It has 
been impelled partly by practical needs; for the stronger party* too, has 
to know at least something about the party with which it is dealing. 
Without some knowledge of its weaker neighbours, it cannot trade widi 
them or govern them or even make war on them efficiently. Sudx 
practical considerations, however, have been notably reinforced, in the 
West, by a disinterested intellectual curiosity that has been one of the 
cardinal virtues of the modem Western scientific movement. This 
curiosity has inspired a distinguished company of Western Orientalists, 
Americanists, and anthropologists. Between them they have won for 
the West an increasing knowledge of the higher religions (which are all 
Asian in origin), the non-Westem civilizations of Ac Old World, Ae 
pre-Columbian civilizations of Ae Americas, and Ae surviving pre- 
civilizational cultures all over Ae globe. The West’s own store of wow- 
ledge has naturally been the first to be increased by this Western 
intellectual enterprise. But Ae new knowledge of non-Westem religions 
and cultures Aat Ac West has won has quickly become Ae common 
possession of all men and women who have had a higher education 
on Western lines, including Ac Westernizing element among Ae 
leaders in Ae non-Westem societies. In our generation some of Aese 
Westernizers arc already looking at their own civilization and its his¬ 
torical background with new eyes, and are making original contributions 

* Already, in Great Britain today, Oriental ttudica are beinp tupported financuUy out 
of the public purae on a maricedly more aeoerous acale than in the days when what are 
now the independent states ^ In^ Pakistan, Burms, and Ceylon were bein« garrisoned 
by British, or British-o^ered, troops and were being governed by Bnmh offictalt in the 
higher ranks of the adtmnistrative hterareby. 
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to the study of it by Western methods. Even Chinese scholarship, which 
has a critical tradition of at least two thousand years' standing, has 
probably gained much by adopting modern Western critical me^ods 
as a second string to its l^w. 

Thus, by our day, a knowledge of all the living religions and cultures 
and their backgrounds has become accessible to all ‘modem-minded’ 
people in all parts of the World.* This world-wide panorama of human 
al^rs, which is now accessible to everyone, had not been within any¬ 
one’s readi before. But the widening of our new common horizon in the 
field of human affairs has gone still farther than this. The new know¬ 
ledge acquired by the Orientalists, Americanists, and anthropologists has 
reached back into the past no farther than the farthest reach of the 
living societies’ unbroken traditions. But, in the meanwhile, the 
archaeologists have been acquiring knowledge of‘dead’ civilizations that 
have no living heirs to keep their memory green. 

Some of these ‘dead’ civUizations had b^n lying in complete oblivion 
for centuries or millennia, until modem Western archaeological enter¬ 
prise brought them to light again. Others had been known to have 
existed without being known for what they really were. Memories of 
them had survived in second-hand accounts of them that were so ill- 
informed as to be misleading; or the remains of their monuments, still 
standing above ground, had gathered round them legends that were 
screens for ignorance. The retrieval of these long-lost civilizations was 
begun in earnest by the French scholars who accompanied Napoleon 
in his invasion of Egypt in 1798. Within the subsequent century and 
a half, archaeological excavations, conducted with ever greater technical 
skill, have thrown Hoods of light on the Egyptiac and Sumero-Akkadian 
civilizations, which had always been known of at second hand through 
the Bible; on the Hellenic Civilization, which had been far better kno\vn 
through the continuous currency of a surviving remnant of its literature; 
and on the pre-Columbian civUizations of huddle America and Peru, 
whose last phases had been placed on record by the Spanish conquerors 
who put an end to them.* But archaeology has made stUl greater addi¬ 
tions to knowledge by disinterring civilizations of which only the faintest 
memory, if any, had survived: for instance, the Hittite Civilization in 
Anatolu; the pre-Hellenic Minoan-Helladic-Mycenaean Civilization in 
the Aegean; the pre-Aryan Indus Culture in North-Western India; the 
pre-Chou Shang Culture in Northern China.* These archaeological 
additions to knowledge have also become the common possession of 

* A. L. Kroeber points out that the whole contemporary and whole past world of art 
is now playin g upoD ctch single field of contemporary regional art (StyU and Civilisa- 
tiont, p. 50). 

* In the rediscovery of the pre*Columbian civiUzations of the Americas, archaeology 
is playing an overwhelmingly important part—partly because the Spaniards deatroyed 
nKiat of the desiroyable indig^ous records, and partly because these records, even before 
the Spaniards tnade havoc of them, were rudinmtary companion with those of the 
literate civilizatioixs of the Old World. The pre-Columbian civuiaadoos of the Americas 
reveal themselves mainly throu;^ their artefacts; and, for this reason, every Americanist 
has to be something of an arcnaeologist, and usually to be an archaeologist fint and 
foremost. 

* Excavations carried out by Chinese archaeologists at Anyang, the capital of the 
Shang dynasty during the century or two before its overthrow by the Chou, have demon- 
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all modem-minded people; and already the present-day inhabitants 
of the countries in which the ‘dead' civilizations once rose and fell are 
beginning to produce archaeologists trained in up-to-date archaeological 
technique and eager to take a share in bringing to light buried civiliza¬ 
tions with which their own society is link^ by the geographical bond 
of having a common home. 

It will be seen that the quantity of things to know about human affairs 
has been increased in the social field—on a scale almost comparable 
with the increase in the psychic field—by the contributions to man¬ 
kind’s new common pool of knowledge that have been made by the 
Orientalists, Americanists, anthropologists, and archaeologists. As if this 
were not enough, there has been a vast simultaneous increase in the 
facilities for making and preserving documents, owing to the combined 
effects of several recent Western inventions—particularly the invention 
(or rather, in this case, re-invention) of the art of shorthand, which has 
made it possible to dictate letters, memoranda, and books instead of 
laboriously writing them by hand, and the invention of the typewriter, 
which has carried with it the device of automatically producing, in one 
operation, a number of carbon copies in addition to the ‘top copy’. The 
fi^t of these two inventions has 1^ to a sharp increase in the volume of 
documentation, since, in dictating to a shorthand typist, to be long- 
winded requires less concentrated mental effort than to be concise, 
whereas in the old days, when even a grandee had to write his ukases 
with his own hand, his very sense of self-importance might prompt him 
not to w'aste bis time by running to prolixity. The automatic multiplica¬ 
tion of typewritten documents in carbon copies, some of whi<^ are 
likely to be filed in different registries in different places, now gives a 
document, once produced, a much greater chance of survival—^perhaps 
even in an age of atomic weapons—than the unique hand-written 
original exemplar of a document ever had in the past. 

Already, before these recent inventions gave the production of 
documents a sudden new impetus, doctiments had been piling up in 
increasing quantities and at an accelerating rate in the Western World. 
The archives of the Vatican had been supplemented by those of medieval 
Italian city-states, modem national states, aristocratic houses, private 
commerci^ and industrial corporations, and smaller business firms. 
Some of this material has, of course, already perished—partly through 
natural accidents, such as damage from fire or from damp, and partly 
through the wars and revolutions in which Man, the indefatigable 
builder, gives vent to his counter-impulse towards destructiveness. Up 
to date, however, a vast quantity has survived. Before the invention of 
atomic weapons it would have been thought safe to say that Man’s 
capacity for producing documents had definitely won its age-old race 
with Man’s and Nature’s combined capacity for destroying them. In 
inventing atomic weapons we have armed ourselves with the means of 
disposing of our own vast documentation as the contents of the Library 
of Alexandria were eventually disposed of, according to the story, in the 

•trtted that the Chinese cUsaical tredition, in which the Shang figure as the Chou'a pre- 
deceaaora, ia not legend but it authentic history, on thia point at leaat. 
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furnaces of the local public baths. So far, however, we have had the 
sense, or the grace, to refrain from getting rid of our gigantic archives 
by a method that wotild condemn us to getting rid of ourselves, too, in 
the process. The mass of documents has increased and is increasing. 
We do not hold that it ought to be diminished. At the same time we have 
not yet discovered how to cope with it. 

The formidableness of the problem was brought home to me by 
hearing Sir Keith Hancock talk on the subject at a conference on the 
documentation of the Second World War that was held in Holland not 
long after the restoration of peace. Hancock spoke with authority, for 
he was in charge of the writing of official histories of the war-time acts of 
the departments of the Government of the United Kingdom. He also 
spoke with a wit that drove his point home. point was that the scale 
of the war-time produertion of documents was unprecedented. One of the 
illustrations of this that he gave was that the volume of official docu¬ 
ments produced by the United Kingdom Government and its agencies 
during the six war years 1939-45 equalled, in cubic content, the volume 
of all previous arcWves of the United Kingdom and of its constituent 
kingdoms England and Scotland that had survived down to the date of 
the outbreak of war in 1939. Another of his illustrations was the calcula¬ 
tion that, if all the files produced in one particular ministry during the 
six war years were to be stacked on edge, jacket pressing against jacket, 
in a single continuous row, the length of this row would be seventeen 
miles. iCs comment on this was that the first thing needed by an historian 
nowadays was a motor-bicycle to cover the ground. 


3. ATTEMPTS TO BRIDGE THE GAP BETWEEN OUR KNOWLEDGE 
OP PSYCHIC AND SOCIAL PHENOMENA AND OUR KNOWLEDGE 
OP THE ACTS OP INDIVIDUAL HUMAN BEINGS 

This asto^hing increase in the number of things to know, and in the 
quantity of information about them at an inquirer’s disposal, has had 
a disconcerting effect on the relations between so-called ‘individual’ 
human beings and the m}^d psychic and social actions and interactions 
in which each individual is involved. It is conceivable that an individual 
human lying’s existence consists in his serving as a node, or point of 
intersection, in two networks of relations between events: an ‘inner’ 
psychic network and an ‘outer’ social one. Events of both these kinds 
have now come within our cognizance in numbers that are legion; but 
in the process a great gulf has opened between the individual and both 
the ‘inner’ and the ‘outer* events in which he is implicated. This con- 
^quence of our great increase in knowledge is paradoxical; for the 
individual is not merely ‘implicated’ in these events; his existence is 
botmd up with them, and (in Buddhist terms) detachment from them 
would spell extinction for him. Gossamer threads, charged with cours¬ 
ing energy, must really extend, across both the psychic and the social 
gulf, between the individual and the innumerable psychic and social 
phenomena that are now visible to an observer’s eye. Can the connecting 
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threads, ia both directions, be brought into visibility too ? Unless and 
until they can, it will be difficult to make much sense of human afiairs.* 

On the psychological side this problem of tracii^ connexions is a new 
one. In the modern West the fleeting psychic cloud*racks, discerned 
long ago by the Buddha’s inward eye, Iwve only just begun to be charted. 
Till yesterday this inner psychic universe was beyond our Western 
science’s horizon, and our ignorance of its existence exempted us from 
the task of trying to analyse its structure. It is to be expected that the 
psychologists, now that they have revealed the gulf, arc ^ing to bring 
to light the system of psychic relations by which it is bndged. Several 
hypotheses about the configuration of the human psyche ^ve already 
been advanced. But these hypotheses conflict with each other, and the 
science of psycholo^ itself is still too young for there to have been time 
yet for the debate between opposing schools to have produced even a 
minimum consensus. At the present moment, speculation as to how this 
gvlf is eventually going to be closed would probably be premature even 
for psychologists, and would certainly be unprofit^le, as well as pre¬ 
sumptuous, if attempted by an outsider. It may be more profitable to 
concentrate our attention, for the present, on the gulf between individual 
human beings and social phenomena. Our awareness of this gulf is of 
longer standing; and the problem of tracing the connexions betwen 
social phenomena and the actions and interactions of individual human 
beings is the crux of the study of human affairs on its social side. 

There is no difficulty about discerning social phenomena; it would, 
indeed, be difficult to ignore them, considering that their impact on 
each of us makes itself felt all the time and, at times, makes or mars an 
individual’s forttines. Each of us finds himself virtually at the mercy of 
the social setting in which he has been placed by the accidents of birth 
and upbringing.* Yet we know very well that these titanic social forces 
that b^ down on each of us, apparently from outside, have no other 
origin than the acts of individual human bein^* and no other source of 
energy than these individuals’ respective psy<^c power-houses.* Grant¬ 
ing, as we must grant, that these obstreperous social phenomena are 
realities of some lund, we are aware, at the same time, that this kind of 
reality is of a different order from the reality of the puny human beings 
whose innumerable actions set these huge social forces in motion. We 
can also see that, by comparison with the reality of a human being, the 
reality of a social phenomenon is of a secondary order. A social pheno¬ 
menon is a network of relations between human beings. Remove the 

< *Unle«s the cpecific structure of the eocUl field » aatly««d and the mode of the 
relatioru between in<hviduala, the actiona of individuila ... are incomprehenaible 
accidents* (C. Trinkaus in Scitnet and Society, vol. xii. No. i (194S), p. 229). 

s *WhiIe the lource of action is in Man, the nature of human aenom u determined by 
definite historical social structures within which men act* (Trinkaus in loc. cit.. p. 22S). 

t Cultures ‘do not do anything; only people do things' (P. Bagby: Cvltart and 

(^el^ ri^tly inaista that, if there is one principle that abowa itself to be 
absolute, it must uc in the nature of personality (PfdJotephy, toI. zi. No. as (April, 1936) 
p. 189). ‘The deepest experiences of personality cannot be transferred to a group of 
persons as such’ (ibid., p. 19a). ‘A group is essentially a set of interacting persons and 
their relationships, without the necessity of any tertium quid’ (Social Science Research 
Council's Committee on Historiography's Report (l9S4)> P- 
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human beings, and the social phenomenon generated by their relations 
will vanish into thin air. But remove the social phenomenon, and the 
human beings that have been the authors of its existence will still be 
there. Being social animals they will not, of course, be able to go on 
existing in a complete social vacuum; but, if they are forcibly deprived 
of some particular social institution, or if they themselves forcibly 
liquidate it in disgust with it, they live to equip themselves with 
some new institution to fill the gap. This seems to indicate that the 
reality of a human being is a reality of a more fundamental kind than the 
reality of a social institution. Yet social phenomena and their vicissitudes 
are visible to the intellect’s naked eye,^ whereas nearly all the actions 
and interactions of individuals, from which these phenomena and their 
vicissitudes arise, are invisible even under a sociologist's mental 
microscope. 

For instance, in the event of a parliamentary general election we have 
no diihculty in asceruining wluch party received a majority of the 
electors’ votes; but, if we try to study the election in individual terms, 
instead of being content jtist to register the institutional result of it, we 
find ourselves groping in the dark. We know that the casting of the votes 
was determined by an interplay of thoughts and feelings in each indivi¬ 
dual elector’s psyche, and that this psychic interplay was, to some extent, 
determined, in its turn, by social relations between each of the electors 
and other people. But so far it has been quite beyond our intellectual 
resources to trace, in detail and with precision, how the result of the 
election, in terms of the casting of votes, is related to the actions and 
interactions of all the individuals concerned. We know that the resulting 
social phenomenon is a resolution of these forces that have been exerted 
by individuals, but we do not know how to conduct an investigation that 
would bring to light, exactly and completely, how the single conspicuous 
resultant social phenomenon has b^n produced by the innumerable 
obscure generating actions of individual human beings. Similarly, in the 
event of a battle, we have no difficulty in ascertaining which side won, 
and we know that the military decision was the result of an interaction 
of the psycho-physical performances of each of the soldiers actively 
engaged on the two sides. But we do not know how to trace the relation 
between the military decision and the way in which each of the com¬ 
batants conducted himself. This inability of ours to state the results of a 
battle or an election in terms of the actions and interactions of indivi¬ 
duals, which were the real forces whose interplay made the battle or the 
election turn out as it did, is paradoxical but not exceptional. Whatever 
kind of social phenomenon we take, we shall find ourselves baffled in 

< Trinkaus finds (in loc. dt., p. 328) thit, in my sccomt of hiunsn tffairs, ’society 
dissppesrs as an sedve structure . If by ‘an active structure' Trinkaus means an agent 
that ^es the initiative, he it stating my view coirecdy here. On this point I agree with 

authorities cited in the precedi^ footnote. It looks to me as if Trinkaus has fallen 
into the fallacy of anthropomorphism that is attributed bv some other critics to me. I 
admittohavingsometimea written about society and someo/ its component institutions in 
anthropomor^c language (see pp. 45^46). With the vocabulaty that is at one’s disposal, 
this is sometimes almost impossible to avoid. But my belief is that institutions ire not 
active forces. At the same tune, I believe that they are realities —though redities of a 
different order from human beings. I do not think that there is any contradiction beween 
these two beliefs of mine. 
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the same way if we try to analyse the phenomenon in terms of the indi¬ 
vidual human beings who brought it about. ‘The number of separate 
variables which in any particular social phenomenon will determine the 
result of a given change will, as a rule, be far too large for any human 
mind to master and manipulate them ^cctively.’* 

Here is a problem that has confronted all investigators of social 
human affairs since the moment when investigations were first attempted 
in this field. Our inability to trace the connexions between the social 
events that we observe and the actions of individuals by which we know 
that these events were generated is a gap in our knowledge and under¬ 
standing that has always been there and has frequently been recognized. 
This gap has not been created by the recent multiplication of the social 
phenomena within our ken; it has merely been enlarged. But the en¬ 
largement of the gap has brought the problem to a head and is com¬ 
pelling us to face it. 

How, in the past, have inquirers into social affairs managed to cope 
with this crucial hiatus in their intellectual operations ? The hiatus is so 
paralysing that it seems a wonder that they should have succeeded in 
operating at all. In so far as they have ‘got by*, they have achieved this 
by papering over a gap that they found themselves unable to close. 
They have resorted to two makeshifts. They have made intuition serve 
in place of investigation, and mythology serve in place of analysis. 

Intuition—whatever the nature of this mysteriotis mental faculty may 
be—has sometimes served inquirers well in a number of different 
fields. Intuition enabled the Buddha to anticipate modem Western 
science’s discovery of the psychic universe within an ‘individual’ human 
being, and it enabled Democritus to anticipate the discovery of the 
physical universe’s atomic constitution. Yet the results of intuition 
remain provisional and precarious until they are verified bv investigation. 
As for the use of mythology, it would hardly be possible for a sociologist 
to write a line of description, or for an historian to write a line of narra¬ 
tive, without resorting to mythological language. Mythology, in the 
sense in which the term is l 4 ing employed in this volume,* means a 
particular use of the mental operation that we call analogy. It means 
thinkin g and talking about phenomena that are not human beings as if 
that was what they were. In giving an account of social phenomena, an 
historian or a sociologist is constantly slipping into treating them as if 
they were persons, instead of rigorously treating them all the time as the 
enormously complex relations between an enormous number of persons 
which is w'hat institutions really are, but which is ako something beyond 
the human mind’s present capacity to apprehend. 

This procedure is as misleading as it is difficult to avoid. It is mis¬ 
leading because there is not, I believe, really any illuminating analogy 
between the psycho-somatic organism that we call a human being and 
the network of relations between human beings that we call a s(^al 
phenomenon. If they have any points of likeness at all, they certainly 
have many more points of difference. Nevertheless, we talk glibly about 

* F. A. H»yek; Tkt ComUr-Rnolutien of Seunee, p. 42. 

* Sm pp. 250-2. 
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the actions*, reactions, feelings, thoughts, intentions, and plans of 
governments, states, peoples, churches, and other institutions, as if 
‘legal personalities’ were what they purport to be, instead of being the 
mental fictions that they are.‘ To ascribe conscious ptirposc to groups 
of human beings is mythology.* We talk and think about institutions in 
these personali^g mythological terms because that is the nearest in¬ 
tellectual approach that we have been able to make to the elusive reali¬ 
ties that lurk beneath these wraiths. 

However, in our day we are being compelled to look for more 
efficient methods of coping with this intellectual problem because of the 
sudden great widening of our horizon. In the study of human affairs 
this challenge has had the same stimulating effect as it has had in the 
study of the physical universe. Physical ‘science... has been obliged... 
to t^e account of parts of the Universe, the enormously great and the 
enormously small, which transcend the range of sizes for which the 
Newtonian world-picture was constructed’.^ In the field of social human 
studies a corresponding revolution in our vision of the phenomena has 
led sociologists to go in for minute analysis, and historians to go in for 
statistical ‘prosopography* fstudy of persons'). Each of these experi¬ 
ments is an attempt to bridge the great gap between social phenomena 
and human beings by a pontoon made of intellectually more respectable 
materials than intuition and mythology. Sociologists are trying to dis¬ 
sect the web of social relations, under a microscope, into sm^ler and 
smaller constituent parts, in the hope that these progressive diminu¬ 
tions in the scale of investigator’s observations will eventually bring 
into view the actions and interactions of individual human beings and, 
by displaying these in their social context, will reveal, in its concrete con¬ 
tinuity, the whole of the hitherto obscure process by which the texture 
of soci^ phenomena is woven out of raw materials of the personal 

* See W. Laws and Explanation in Hittory, p. i^. 

* These fkdtiou* penonificatieru of noo-per»onal social phenomena are leaat likely 

to mislead their users when their fieddousness is conspicuous. Accordingly, the least 
objecdooabk form of this verbal trick is to describe the effects of an irudtution—say, a 
state—as acts of a god in whose name the inadtudon is symbolized: 'Amun chastised die 
barbarians’. 'Auhur triumphed over his enemies', and ao on. The next least obj|Kdon- 
able procedure is to peiaoiufy the name of the state itself: ‘Egypt’, ‘Assyria’, ‘oparta’, 
'Athens’, ‘Rome’, ‘rranec’, ‘Britain*. To say 'the Lacedaemonians <ud it’ or ‘the 
Athenians did it* is a more msidious formula, because H implicitly lays claim to a non¬ 
existent knowledge of the process by which the resultant ^ect is relstM to the thoughts, 
feelings, and acta of all the indmdual Lacedaemonians and Athenians. Sdll more 
spccioiis are such cmstitudonal formulae as ‘King Philip and the Macedonians’ or ‘the 
Roman Senate and People’. They purport to analyse the actors into ^ir consdtuents, 
whereas is bet they leave the gap between social effects and individual originators of 
these effects sdll wide open. The most utuadsfactory usage of all is to ascribe political 
events to the personal action of an individual human be^; ‘Pharaoh’, ‘Caeaar’, ‘the 
Queen’. This language might really mislead usera of it into imagining that political events 
are the {Mrsoaal acts of the human being to whom th^ arc aacribed; and that, of course, 
wotild pve a wholly misleading idea of how political institutions work. The social opera¬ 
tions that constitute the government of even the smallest and most simply organized 
state immens^ exceed an individual human being’s maximum capacity for action, 
however domineering, decisive^ energetic, industrious, intelligent, physically strong, and 
long-lived the person in question may be. Of all the acts that are attributed to a r^er, 
only a small fraction can ever be genuinely his own; the majority of acts done in his 
name will, in truth, have been the acts of other people. This is as true of a ruler who is 
theoretically an absolute autocrat as it is of one whose powers are constitutionally 
limited. s M. R. Cohen: The Mtanini id History, p. 1x5. 

* J. Needham: Same* and CmHxation in China, voL ii, p. 339, following Nila Irohr. 
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order of reality. From the opposite bank of the river of ignorance 
historians are toying to span the gap in the reverse direction. Starting, 
not from social phenomena, but from human beings, they are trying to 
trace how the ascertainable actions and interactions of individuals build 
up into social phenomena, and thus to find a way of describing, discuss¬ 
ing, and explaining these phenomena in terms of human realties, in 
place of the language of social mythology, with which historians have 
hitherto found ^etnselves unable to dispense. 

On the sociological side one distinguished living authority, Michael 
Postan, gow almost to the length of identifying the miscroscopic method 
of sociological inquiry with sociology itself. 

‘What makes a question sociological is not only the nature of d)e 
problem it raises, but also the nature of the answer it requires. It is the 
great virtue of some questions that they can only be answered in a socio¬ 
logical way, by the laborious and painful process of soc^ analysis, by 
defining and classifying social groups and institutions, by counting and 
measuring the differences in social arrangements from place to place and 
from time to time. . . . 

‘Sociological treatment... involves a difference in scale. . . . The scale 
of the social scientist is . . . infinitesimally small compared with that of 
Professor Toynbee’s book.. . . He does not intend to solve the problems 
of civilization and society by a frontal attack on the massed evidence of all 
the historical societies. All he hopes to do is so to organise the study of his 
minute topic as to be able to answer, by the light of its evidence, at least 
some of the problems which are common to society in general. In this, he 
differs not only from the antiquarian, who is interested in his patch but has 
no questions to ask, but also from the philosophical historian like 
Professor Toynbee, who has all the questions in the world to ask but no 
patch on which even a single satisfactory answer can be raised." 

Will the sociologists succeed in carrying their pontoon from its 
taking-off point in the held of social phenomena to the farther shore, 
which they will have reached if and when they succeed in describing 
and explaining social phenomena in terms of the acts of individual 
persons? Their intellectual engineering technique of building each 
successive section of their pontoon of a shorter length than the preced¬ 
ing section might seem, to a lay spectator, to be unpromising. The 
problem with which they are contending is that of dealing with 'the 
enormously great', and they are seeking to solve this problem by a 
technique of diminuendo. This looks rather like courting the fate met by 
Achilles in the famous logical puzzle of his race with the tortoise. The 
logical conditions laid down for registering the runner’s progress d^y 
to him, a priori^ the possibility of ever reaching his ^al. The ^elusive 
use of the microscope, on the unconvindng assumption that this, or any 
other, instrument is an omnicompetent tool, is, I should say, the funda¬ 
mental and permanent weakness of sociology, if this assumption is 
really of the essence of its operational creed, as Postan seems to hold 
that it is. This is also a particularly serious weakness in an approach to 


» M. Po»t»n in Tfu Sodolt^Ual Ra^, v<d. xxvtii (1936), pp. 6*-63. 



xzo STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS 

the study of human affairs at a time when the problem of quantity is the 

major problem in this field. This point has been neatly put by Bagby. 

Tt would be a great thing if someone could invent a “macroscopc”, an 
instrument which would ensure that the historian would see only the 
larger aspects of history and would blind him to the individual details. It 
is only by remaining at this higher level of abstraction that we can hope 
to decipher the principal patterns of historical change, to identify the 
“forces”, whatever they are, that have made the World what it is today. 
... It is the very broadest regularities for which we should first search, 
since these are likdy to be necessary for the explanation of any smaller 
phenomena.’^ 

These precepts apply, of course, not only to historians but to all students 
of htiman a^irs, including sociologists. 

Contemporary sociologists and social anthr<^logi3ts have also been 
criticized by Bagby on several other grounds. One of these is that their 

‘studies have been primarily static in nature, more concerned with social 
structure in the present than with its development in time. Yet [as Bagby 
justly comments] it is precisely the developments, the changes in the lives 
of many human beings over the course of centuries, which are of major 
interest to the student of history.’* 

They are, indeed, of major interest to all students of human afiairs, 
under whatever label they happen to do their work, since human affairs 
are never visible except as being on the move, whatever may be the 
angle from which one is looking at them. 

Bagby goes on to point out^ riiat the studies undertaken by contem¬ 
porary sociologists ‘are dependent on direct observation and tend to 
neglect some of the important aspects of group life’, and that, ‘in addi¬ 
tion, while their science theoretically deals with the structure and 
functioning of all societies, in practice their studies have very largely 
been confined to European societies or those of European origin’, and 
that ‘their concepts and methods are therefore not, on the whole, de¬ 
signed for universal application’. All these observations of Bagby’s may 
be valid as criticisms of current sociological practice. But there is not 
anything, inherent in sociology itself, to prevent sociologists from re¬ 
medying the present defects in their work that Bagby criticizes. It is 
open to them to enlarge the scope of their operations. Bagby himself 
mentions* that ‘Max Weber . . . saw the necessity of comparing the 
social structure of our own with those of the other civilizations if we 
are to be able to make generalizations valid for all mankind’, and that, 
although Weber’s ‘initial studies have never been followed up by the 
sociologists, . . . the social anthropologists .. . have begun to examine 
Chinese and Indian social structure in the last decade or two’, and, ‘in 
addition, . . . have made many synchronic [i.e. static] studies of this 
kind among individual primitive peoples’. It looks, in fact, as if sociology 
needed oidy the nec^sary time to extend its geographical horizon 


> P. Bacby: Culture and HiiUty, pp. laS and 158. 
) Ibid., pp. p-io. Cp. p. 185. 


* Ibid., p. 8. 

* Ibid., p. 185. 
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from the West to the World as a whole. There also seems to be no 
rearon why it should not replace the rather abstract method of studying 
social phenomena in cross-section by the more realistic one of studying 
them in time-depth. The crucial question for sociology would seem to 
be whether it is or is not indissolubly wedded to the use of the mental 
microscope as its exclusive instrument. It is to be hoped that it is not, 
since the study of human affairs cannot afford to see any of the present 
approaches to it stultified. 

On the historical side the problem of bridging the gap between human 
beings and social phenomena in our intellectual comprehension of 
human affairs has been attacked in the present generation by a method 
which seems promising in itself and which has, in fact, been vindicated 
already by some brilliant successes. This ‘prosopographical’ method 
tries to bring social mythology down to earA by taking, for its initial 
units in a study of some social phenomenon, as large a number of the 
relevant acts of as large a number of participating individuals as the 
state of the extant information allows.* In this approach the ideal would 
be, presumably, to make an exhaustive survey of all relevant acts of all 
individuals concerned, and then to give an account of the social pheno¬ 
menon in view in terms of generalizations from these data. But, apart 
from the philosophers’ doubts about the logical validity of induction by 
complete enumeration,* it is, in practice, impossible, in any investiga¬ 
tion into human affairs, to survey these exhaustively. Even where one is 
dealing with a small and more or less closed circle of dramatis personae, 
and where also the accessible information about each of them is com¬ 
paratively copious, what remdns undiscovered will still far exceed what 
has been brought to light, even if we have conducted our researches 
with the utmost possiWc skill and industry. Acxordingly, when the 
prosopographical historian has built the first section of his pontoon to 
the maximum length allowed him by his supply of personalia, he has to 
prolong it by a different form of structure. If he is to give himself any 
chance of reaching the other side of the gap between the personal acts 
of individuals and social phenomena, he must extend the reach of his 
information about personalities by generalizing from this with the aid 
of such devices as sampling and statistics. 

In this procedure the prosopographical historian’s technique is the 
inverse of the sociologist’s. It is one, not of diminuendo, but of crescendo. 

^ Ad hominem, I myself have been gently eritietzed in Thtjapm Chromelt, 39th July, 
£934, for not having made enough use of this approach. *If fault is to be found with Mr 
ToynbM’s work, it is that he does not seem to nve sufficient value to the individual 
element.... The individual merits the attention of the historian as well as the society of 
which he is an eminent unit.’ I myself wotild go so far as to say that, even when he U not 
eminent (and the great maiority of m are not), he still merin the historian's attention if 
the historian can lay hands on evidence about him and his acts and their effects. It 
seems likely that, in this bMk, I may have paid too little attention to individuals, since 
my tot (Uiough not my ex^usive) concern here has been to try to trace regularitiet and 
uniformities in social phenomena. If I have been guilty of this neglect in practice^ 1 have 
been failing to live up to my own principles. In principle, I hold that human beings are 
the source of all social phenomena, and are cheremre realities of t higher order than these 
arc. I believe that my contemporaries who have taken the proMpomphical approach to 
history have chosen a promising {though not the only promising) line of wora. And 1 
much admire their achievements. 

* See pp. 33-34. 
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The method would appear to be a more promiaing one, in itself, for 
grappling with the problem of quantity by which the historian and the 
sociologist are both confronted. It is al^ more promising because of the 
fortunate coincidence that, at the very time when historians have been 
taking to a method that has led to their seeking help from the procedures 
of sampling and statistics, these procedures have b^n gaining in potency 
through the acquisition of new experience and new equipment. In the 
present generation the art of sampling has been applied to human affairs 
in many fields—for instance, in the study of the preferences of con¬ 
sumers of goods and casters of votes with a view to trying to predict 
what their future choices are going to be. Contemporaneously, the 
science of statistics has been developing its mathemati<^ apparatus and 
has been supplying itself with ministering jinns in the shape of elec¬ 
tronic computers. These electronic *brains* cannot, it is true, serve as 
substitutes for human minds. They cannot take the initiative in pro¬ 
pounding questions or in formulatir^ problems. But when once a 
problem has been formulated by a human mind in the terms of binary 
arithmetic—giving the machine the simple choice of answering ‘yes’ 
or ‘no’—the jirm can perform the calculations demanded of him by his 
human master on a colossal scale in almost no time. Thanks to the 
sudden rise of the new science of cybernetics, it now looks as if human 
ingenuity, with the leviathan-power of an electronic Briareus at its 
command, may eventually succeed in bridging the gap between social 
phenomena and the acts of individual human beings by starting from 
the prosopographical historian’s point of departure and usii^ the con¬ 
trivances of sampling, statistics, and electronically-operated computers 
to carry the human mind across the gap between the two banks. 

For making the prosopographical approach to the problem of bridg¬ 
ing the gap between hiiman beings and institutions, the most favour¬ 
able situations are obviously those in which a relatively small minority 
of the participants in a society, constituting a more or less strictly 
closed social circle, control between them one or more of their society’s 
more important institutions, or even the society’s whole life. The smaller 
the number of both the human beings and the institutions that are 
involved, the simpler the prosopographical researcher’s task will be, 
and this for sever^ reasons. The numl^r of the units, of both the per¬ 
sonal and the institutional order of reality, with which the researcher 
will have to deal, is then likely to be manageable; and the persons con¬ 
cerned, being all of them privileged and some of them eminent, are 
likely to be fairly well documented. Prosopography lends itself, in fact, 
particularly well to the study of the management of social affairs by 
oligarchies—military, politick, economic, or ecclesiastical. It has been 
applied, for instance, with notable success, to studies of the eighteenth- 
century political oligarchy in the United Kingdom and of the Roman 
aristocracy during the l^t two centuries of the republican regime, 
especially the final decades that are documented by Cicero’s letters and 
speeches and by an increasing flow of Latin inscriptioas. In these two 
fields brilliant pioneer work been done in England by two scholars, 
bom elsewhere. Sir Lewis Namier and Prof«sor Sir Ronald Syme, who 
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have paid England the compliment of settling there and doing their 
life-work in an English intellectual environment. Two other oligarchies 
that have been studied in a comparable way are Alexander the Great’s 
officers and the Prophet Muhammad’s companions. The Venetian 
oligarchy and the Roman Curia would, no doubt, lend themselves to 
the same method of historical research. The richest mine of all is prob¬ 
ably the series of Chinese dynastic histories, since these are on the grand 
scale and are organized partly on ‘prosopographical’ lines. A considerable 
section of each of them is allocated to biographical notices of dis¬ 
tinguished persons, and these not only in the political line. A beginning 
has already been made with the use of these Chinese materials for a 
prosopographical approach to the study of Chinese social phenomena. 
The development of the relations between the Topa barbarian invaders 
of North China and the Confucian gentry within their domain has been 
studied in this way by W. Eberhard,^ and the materials for a similar 
study of the corresponding relations of the Confucian gentry with the 
Manchu invaders have been sorted out and published by A. W. 
Hummel.* 

Perhaps most human institutions, communities, and societies, at 
most times and places, have been managed by minorities of the total 
number of human beings cont^med, even when and where the institu¬ 
tions have been officially democratic. Oligarchy has been common be¬ 
cause the two antithetic^ human tendencies to take a lead and to follow 
one seem to be unevenly distributed as between different individuals, 
even though there may be something of cither tendency in everyone.* 
This question of leadership is discussed further at other points in this 
volume.^ Without needing to adopt any particular conclusion about it, 
we can see that, while a considerable sector of the total field of social 
afi^irs has been oUgarchically managed in the past, there is also a large 
sector in which oligarchical management is at any rate less conspicuous. 
Moreover, this more democratic sector seems likely to increase rela¬ 
tively in the future, as hereditary privilege is progressively whittled 
away by the graduated taxation of wealth and by the free education of 
ability. Furthermore, even in the most oligarchi^Iy, or indeed monar- 
chically, managed society, in which the material and spiritual amenities 
of culture are withheld from the majority of the participants in the 
society in question, every one of these obscure individuals will, neverthe¬ 
less, make his or her influence felt, in some infinitesimal degree, in the 
shaping of social events by human action. Accordingly, if oligarchy 
were a necessary condition for making an episode of human afiairs a 
suitable subject for prosopographical treatment, this method would not 
be an effective one for dealing with human affairs in general. Fortunately 
it is at this point that the new mathematical and electronic aids to the 
art of sampling and to the science of statistics will come to the prosopo- 
grapher’s rescue. They will enable him to cope with units in far greater 

1 W. Eberhard: Dot Toba Rsich Chinat (Leiden, 1949, Brill); Con^uerort and Rulm 
(Leiden 195a, Brill). . ^ , .. 

* A. W. Hummel (cd.): EndnaiX Cidnau o 1 tSa Chxng Panod (vol. i, ^odoo 1944. 
Kegen Paul; vol. ii, Waahington D.C. 1945, U.S. Government Printing 065 ce). 

J See p. X49. * On pp. 1*5-7, 148-50. 30 S-<* 
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numbers than could ever be handled by single human minds that did 
not have this Briarean apparatus at their command. Present scientific 
and technological progress in this sphere makes it not unreasonable to 
expect that the prosopographical study of human affairs, after its 
brilliant start in a field in which the numbers are small enough to be 
manageable without the use of apparatus, will prove able, with the help 
of apparatus, to extend its operations into fields in which, without this 
help, the numbers would be unmanageably great.* 

It looks, then, as if there were fairly good prospects of bridging the 
gap between human beings and social phenomena from the prosopo¬ 
graphical side, if not from the sociological side. In any case, whether the 
prospects are good or bad, we cannot afford to abandon our attempts to 
solve this problem, for that would mean abandoning the study of 
human af^rs, and we certainly caimot afford to do that. To conduct 
this study successfully, we have to pursue three studies in conjunction: 
the study of human ^ings, the study of social affairs, and the study of 
the relations between these two different orders of r^ty. So we must 
resist any suggestion for abandoning any one of the three, whether the 
motive inspiring the suggestion is defeatism or is prejudice. We must 
resist the historians' prejudice against the analysis of social phenomena 
and the investigation of regularities and uniformities in these. Equally 
we must resist the social philosophers' prejudice against the narration of 
particular events and particular acts of particular individuals. Both 
lines of inquiry are indispensable; the two can, and in fact do, co¬ 
exist; and, unless they are simultaneously pursued, it will be impossible 
to m^e the study of human affairs intelligible; for these will not become 
intelligible till human beings and social phenomena have been brought 
into an intelligible relation with each other by either the prosopo¬ 
graphical approach or the sociological approach or both. 

4. THE DISTORTING EFFECTS OF DEVICES FOR REDUCING THE 
QUANTITY OF INFORMATION 

Hellenic thinkers despised particulars in principle as being intellec¬ 
tually contemptible, and esteemed generalities as being intellectually 
admirable. In their practice they were more catholic than in their 
theory;* for they produced a galaxy of great historians, including emi¬ 
nent exponents of the prosopographical method, such as Plutarch, who 
presented the whole panorama of Graeco-Roman history in his series of 
parallel lives, and the Moxographers’, who recorded the doctrines of the 
Hellenic philosophers in their personal contexts. The Hellenic theory 

> Ad hominem, I have been critidxed (in the moet friendly terms) by Lord Samuel, in 
yohno' London't Weokly, 5th January, I93f, for having'touched little upon the standard 
of life and thought of the average man'in voU. i-tu, and again by a reviewer in The 
Economist, 6tfa November, 1954, on the score that 'the common people do not receive 
the place or proportion’ in my 'scheme of things which must suialy be theirs on any 
traiuccndcntal view of history'. I admit the charge and plead, in my defence, that this 
grave omission 00 my jpart bat been due to a tack of means, rwt to a lack of ‘Give us 
the tools, and we wuJ do the job.’ Besides the modest rrrator-bicycle for which 
Sir Keith Harvcock indents, every historian nowadays needs an electroruc computer. 

* This Hellenic attitude baa been touched on alrudy on p. x8. 
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on this issue was introduced into the modem Western World at the 
Italian Renaissance and was not jettisoned when Hellenism in general 
suffered its defeat in the seventeenth-century 'Battle of Ancients and 
Moderns’. The Hellenic prejudice against taking account of particulars 
and individuals in the study of human affairs was maintained by the 
Western philosophers of the eighteenth-century French school; and it 
was not killed by the reaction gainst it in the nineteenth-century 
Romantic Movement. It has still found active and able representatives 
in the present generation. Philip Bagby, for instance, suggests, in his 
prolegomena to the comparative study of civilizations,^ that 

'it is perfectly possible to admit that occasionally individuals do affect 
culture and still to maintain that the elucidation of cultural processes and 
the broader features of experience which affect them is the most promising 
method of making historical events intelligible. From this point of view, 
the part played by individuals will be seen as a random or inexplicable 
element.’ 


Bagby argues^ that, though individuals may affect xohat other people 
do, they do not affect the way in which they do it. He also emphasizes the 
social, as opposed to the individual, contributions to inventions. It is well 
known that the last step in making an invention is often taken almost 
simultaneously, and apparently independently, by several individuals,^ 
and the reason is that aU of them alike are really drawing much more on 
a collective and cumulative advance in knowledge and understanding 
than on their own individual genius. Cultural growth releases individual 
genius that is always potentially present.^ 'The man of genius... is, in an 
even more intimate sense than the ordinary man, the product of a 
society and a culture.’* ‘The dichotomy between great men and social 
forces is a false one.... Great men arc precisely the points of intersection 
of great social forces.’* ‘The appearance of a succession of great philo¬ 
sophers, musicians, or artists in a given country and century appears to be 
an amazing coincidence unless we recognise the social character of these 
achievements, the social fund of knowledge, techniques, and aspirations 
which reach their summits in the careers of a few outstanding indi¬ 
viduals.*^ ‘Granted that gifts are individually congenital, it is the cul¬ 
tural settiiig into which they are bom which makes or prevents their 
realisation.^ ‘What we are wont to call “great men” are those among 
many more individuals of above-average ability who happen to get bom 
in a time and place and society the patterns of whose culture have 
formed with sufficient potential value and have developed into sufficient 


^ P. Bagby: Culturt and History, p. 156. 

» In op. cit., pp. 150-7. . , ^ , 

> Thia ia illuacrated an<i diaeuaaed by A. L. Kroeber in The Naturt of Cviturt, 
pp. 43 - 44 . 45. *» 8 - 

* Kroeber, ibid., p. 8. 

* Chr. Dawson: The Dynamics of World History, p. 57. Cp. pp. 5 *“ 5 *- 

S M. R. Cohm: Tht Meaning of Human History, pp. aao-i. The s^ejMint u made, 
in almMt the tame wor^, in Social Science Ketearch Council's Comnuttee 00 
Hiatoiiography't Report (i 954 ). P* ^ 

7 Cohen, op. cit., p. aas. 

■ Kjoebtf: Style and CiwUsMtions, p. 6z. 
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ripeness to allow the full capacities of these individuals to be realised 

and expressed.** 

Kroeber points out* that there is *a correlation between realised 
genius and opportunity given by stage of a civilization’s development*.* 
If an individual genius does m^e a discovery for which society is not 
ready, this discovery will be ignored, as Mendel’s was, till society has 
caught up with the genius intellectually.* ‘Watt’s invention of the 
steam engine fitted into the practical ne^ of British industry in the 
eighteenth century far more than Hero’s invention into the economy of 
Hellenistic or Saracen culture.’* 

A. R. Bum suggests* that the reason why the prophets of the ‘Axis 
Age’ made their appearance and won their folIo^^i^gs more or less 
contemporaneously was that, by that time, large populations had been 
detriba^d as a result of the development of towns in the Bronze Age, 
while traditional beliefs had been discredited by the subsequent decline 
and fall of the bronze>age civilizations. ‘It was not the personalities of 
these great men that were unique, but the opportunity. If they had lived 
earlier, they could have been poets, but not the prophets that they 
were. The effectiveness in sonety of even the most original individu^ 
thought is a social achievement. The thought of a prophet cannot be 
preserved without disciples; and every gospel requires a praeparatio 
evangeUca* Bum goes on to suggest^ that ‘the only two recorded higher 
religions to emerge in “primary” civilizations . . . were “abortive” ... 
because the traditional polytheisms were not yet sufficiently discredited’. 
These two higher religions had been deliberately invented by two 
kings, the Pharaoh Ikhnaton and the Inca Viracocha, as responses to the 
challenge of their individual situations. At the beginning of the process 
of detribalization, ‘among the first men to feel acutely the stresses, the 
loneliness, and the need for heroism in their position as individuals were 
kings and chiefs’. In these two cases the lonely individual’s isolatedness 
defeated his attempt to cure his loneliness by conununicating a con¬ 
sciousness of the same distress to his fellow human beings and persuad¬ 
ing them to adopt a common remedy of his devising. ‘Any fool can 
devise a more consistent system than exists, but even a despot rarely 
can institute one.** 

In general Bagby argues that the influence of so-called 'great men* on 
public affairs has b^n much exaggerated—e.g. the role of revolutionary 
leaders and military commanders.* The Social Science Research Coun¬ 
cil’s Committee on Historiography goes with him to the extent of 
reporting’* that ‘to-day it is gener^y agreed that leadership is a rela¬ 
tion to which the leaders, the followers, and the requirements of the 

* Kroeber: The Nature qf Culture, p. xaS. * Ibid., p. raS. Cp. p. 403. 

* Kroeber here gives the answer to Father G. F. Klenk's question how we are to 

explain the breakdowns and disintegrations of societies, consider^ that the capacities of 
indiriduaia continue to be what Uscy always have been (Stimmen der Zeit, No. 145 
(1949/50), pp. 376-^). * See Kroeber, op. dt., pp. 44-45 *na X58-9. 

* Cohen, op. dt., p. 356. * In History, Februan^-October, 1956, p. 9. 

f Ibid., p. zo. * KuMbcf, op. dt., p. 130. 

* B»b7, op. cit., pp. 136-7. 

t* The So^ Saeoce Research Council’s Committee on Historiography’s Report 
(*954). PP- 64-65- 
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situation, including the traditions of the group, all contribute*. This is 
of course, true.* We seize upon the actions of 'great men’ as explanations 
of social events because some of their acts are on record and are ascer¬ 
tainable, whereas most prople’s acts have passed into oblivion. To 
redu^ the role ascribed to individuals to its true proportions is a valu¬ 
able intellectual exercise. The distinction between an individual and his 
social and cultural environment is, in truth, an arbitrary and artiiicial 
one,* though the drawing of it is also the essential first step towards 
beginning to think about human affairs at all.* 

In Bagby’s mind an eighteenth-century depreciation of the role of 
individual human beings in social and cultural human affairs is re¬ 
inforced by a twentieth-century pessimism about the practicability of 
coping with the problem of quantity if once the study of individual 
persons and particular events has been admitted to he necessary. 

Tt is . . . impossible as a practical matter to trace all the influences 
which have led to the formation of the character of an individual in die 
past. The evidence is simply not available. And, similarly,... the task of 
tracing individual interactions anywhere but in the very recent past far 
excee^ our powers.* . . . We simply do not have sufficient evidence to 
establish the s^uence of events at this level and, even if we had, we should 
not have the time to study it in all the necessary detail.. . . This is prob¬ 
ably the m^jor reason why history has proved unintelligible up to date. 
Our inveterate and natural habit of conceiving [of] human events at an 
individual level has led us to persist in a hopeless undertaking.’* 

The undertaking is not truly a hopeless one if there is any force in the 
considerations that have been set out in the present chapter; and, if we 
were to be so faint-hearted as to abandon the undertaking, we should be 
landing ourselves in a truly hopeless situation. Bagby’s solution for the 
problem of quantity in the study of human affairs is to exclude indivi¬ 
dual human beings from his purview. 

I This point it made wittily in an anecdote recounted by Herodotua in Boole VIT, 
chap. tas. 'Tunodemi4S of Aphidna was naeging Themistoclea about his embaaay to 
Lacedaemon, and was saying that it waa for Athens’ sake, not for bis own, that the 
Lacedaemoniana had paid him such honoun. Timodemua kept on namng lilm this, till 
at last Themistoclcs said to him: “Look! Certainly I would not have oeen treated with 
such distinction by the Spart^ if I had been somebody from Belbiaa; but you, Sir, 
would not, in spite of yottr being an Athenian.’" 

The tame anecdote u recorded by Plutarch in his Life of Thmittotlet, chap. 18, in a 
different version: ‘A man from Seriphoa once taid to him that he owed his nine not to 
himself but to hit country. "You are right", replied Themistocles. “I should not have 
become famous if I had been a Seriphian, but you would not if you had been an 
Athenian.*" 

s This is equally true of the distinction between an individual—or a group of human 
being*—and mankind’a phyvcal environment (see pp. 146-8 and 3i4**a7). 

s If Bagby had confined Kimaelf to these empirical considerations, he would have been 
on strong notind. But he cuts this ground trom under his fMt by^Uberately sub¬ 
ordinating Reality to the exigencies of the pattern in his own mind. The explanation of 
culture by the scoons of individuals is excluded, Btgby says, not by the fact that it is ‘not 
sufficiently well-formulated, but by the nature of our theory, by the way in which we 
conceptualise the data. . . . We are engaged in theory-conatruction. . . . Individual 
actions are excluded o prtorif .... 

I have some sympathy with Bagby in hit commission of this intellectual tm. I have 
committed it m) 4 w, and have been censured for doing so by my critics—Bagby amo^ 
them. It tt a sin oevertbeleas. If Bagby bad lived, perhaps be would have repented of tt. 

4 P. Bagby: Cultme and Bisiory, p. 54. * Ibid., p. tjo. 
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‘What we are talking about are regularities in the behaviour of groups 
of human beings, ways of doing things... . Individuals and their actions 
are abstractions on a different level from that on which wc propose to 
conduct our investigations.’* 

Individual human beings and social human phenomena are certainly 
alike in being abstractions from Reality, and different in being abstrac¬ 
tions from it on different levels. The making of abstractions is, as we 
have seen, of the essence of the activi^ of thinking. But this operational 
necessity brings with it distortions in our mental picture of Reality 
which we must be striving perpetually to correct, and we can cor¬ 
rect them only in so far as we can achieve the intellectual tour de force 
of recombining what we have distortingly put asunder. We are depriving 
ourselves, in advance, of the possibility of performing this needful but 
particularly difficult intellectual operation if we rule out any one of our 
abstracted facets of Reality from further consideration. Historians are 
making this mistake if they propose to rule out the study of regularities 
and uniformities in social phenomena. Bagby is making the same mis¬ 
take in reverse in his proposal to rule out individuals and their actions. 
Any inquirer, following any line of approach, is free—or it might be 
nearer the truth to say "bound’—to make any abstraction that seems to 
him promising for operational purposes; but, if the investigation that he 
is trying to conduct is to be fhiitful, he must eventually reassemble the 
fragments into which, for temporary working purposes, he has mentally 
dissected the really seamless web of human affairs. 

Proposals to leave human beings out of account or to leave social 
patterns out of account in the study of human affairs are not the only 
variants of the idea of trying to cope with the problem of quanti^ by a 
recourse to intellectual sui^ry. There is also an old habit of cutting 
the study up into separate ‘disciplines’, and there have been a number 
of suggestions for cutting it down by cutting out of it all but some single 
one of Man’s major activities, or all but one single track in mankind’s 
multiple movement through space-time. All such attempts at a solution 
by simplification are defeatist in their spirit and distorting in their effects. 

Ad koTninem, I have noticed, in surveying criticisms of my own work, 
that a number of critics have used up a number of lines of print in dis¬ 
cussing, in all earnestness, whether I am justified, as an historian, in 
dealing with theological, philosophical, and sociological issues, and 
conversely whether, if I do behave like a theologian or perhaps like a 
poet, I am entitled to call myself an historian.* These solemn discussions 
seem to me to make no sense apropos of intellectual work. They imply, 
I think, the tacit drawing of an a^ogy between intellectual work and 
public administration. As I see it, dfik analogy does not hold; and 
scholars who fancy that something is gained by drawing it are, I should 
say, convicting themselves of being intellectual mandarins. I speak from 
some experience of both worlds, since, in the course of the First and 
Second World Wars, I have spent nearly ten years of my working life, 
all told, as a temporary civil servant. 

> Ibid., p. 150. 

* Example* of such cridcum* have been cited on pp. 37-41. 
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In this, to me, alien world I have had an experience that has been 
common to many outsiders who have had an inside glimpse of it. I have 
been partly amused and partly exasperated by the civil service's occupa¬ 
tional disease of ‘departmentalism'. ‘This business is—or is not—our— 
or your—department’s affair’; ‘this file is—or is not—for my—or for 
your—attention'. Though officially just a department of one almighty 
sovereign state, each department is de facto an independent ‘great 
power’, and this not only in Japan, but also in the United States and the 
United Kingdom. Even over trivialities, and this even in war-time, 
departments conduct diplomatic negotiations with each other with 
portentotis gravity and at extravagant length. Perhaps this departmen¬ 
talism may have something to be said for it in public administration on 
an elephantine scale. On this scale orderliness is genuinely so important 
that it is not altogether paradoxical to argue that mrm matters more than 
substance and that the approved procedure must be followed even when 
this thwarts the achievement of desirable results. Short of admitting 
this, it is perhaps plausible to suggest, in the light of a formidably large 
dossier of experience, that this state of mind, which seems c^rac- 
teristically and reprehensibly ‘bureaucratic’ to outsiders, is in any case 
inevitable in a world of professional administrators on a large scale. 
My quarrel is not with the civil servants; it is with scholars who 
gratuitously import the bureaucratic state of mind into the field of 
intellectual inquiry. 

In this field the bureaucratic approach is not only incongruous; it is 
obstructive; for, in intellectual inquiry, freedom is the breath of life and 
formalism is, not a safeguard, but a shackle. There is nothing to be said 
for breaking up the study of human affairs into the so-called ‘d^ciplines’. 
These have grown up haphazard, independently of each other. In 
consequence there are overlaps between them and also gaps that are 
covered by none of them. The relations between them have never been 
reviewed or revised on a rational plan.* Indeed, any suggestion that this 
should be done would be likely to arouse hot opposition. The feeling 
betw'een the votaries of the different intellectual disciplines is almost as 
bad as it is between the adherents of the different higher religions. There 
arc historians, for instance, who do not admit that sociology is a legiti¬ 
mate form of study, or who, if they do admit this, do so only on the 
proviso that the two disciplines are to be deemed to have nothing to do 
with each other—a fantastic notion, considering that history and socio¬ 
logy are concerned with the study of the same afhurs.* There are 

» The best suggeitiem thst I know is A. L. Kroeber's. He suggests that ent^pology 
is tbe study of cultures, sociolo^ that of societies, p^cbology that of individuals, history 
that of events (Tht Nature ^ C^ture, p. 104). This is logical. Yet in practice it muld ^ 
difficult to work in any of these four disciplines without trespassing on tbe nelda of the 
other three as here detaed. 

• A common-sense verdict on this beni^ted feud has been pronounced by A. L. 
Kroeber. History, as Kroeber deSnes it, oeab in phenomena, science m process. An 
interest in phenomena and an interest in process are both necessary. W^h of the tw a 
particular mquirer should concentrate on is a matter of temperament (A. L. Kroeber: 
jiu Nature of Ctdture, pp. 63 and 61). *It is as one-aid^, and ultiinately nenle, w be 
exclusively occupied with structure ts with function’ (ibid., p. 8S). M* R* Cohen itow* 
the same wisdom in observing that ’history is Pnf [italics mine] of the ways of organmng 
human knowledge’ {The Meaning of Human Hittary, p. 41). 

B S 8 S 0 F 
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philosophers, again, who take up a corresponding attitude towards 

psychology. 

Such attitudes are not only absurd but obscurantist if it is true that 
dialectical debate is the source of advances in knowledge and under¬ 
standing,* and that, the wider the field of discussion, ^e greater the 
chance of striking out fruithil new ideas. When each dkdpline draws in 
its horns and tries to turn itself into a Leibni2ian *monad', intellectual 
progress is being sabotaged; for there can be no exchange of ideas 
between the inmates of windowless houses; and the cutting of inter¬ 
disciplinary communications is the more damaging because the tradi¬ 
tional boundary walls between the disciplines are unplanned and 
arbitrary. ‘If we throw aside ... administrative considerations and look 
at the problem itself, we see that the difference between the philosopher 
and the historian can only be one of degree and emphasis.’^ These 
conventional barriers are particularly cramping at a time, such as that 
through which we are now living, in which knowledge and under¬ 
standing are in flux, and in which successive increases in both of them 
are malung repeated revolutionary changes in the configuration of the 
whole of our intellectual landscape. 

U^t is needed now is a ruthless demolidon squad, armed with the 
intellectual equivalent of atomic artillery, to batter the traditional inter¬ 
disciplinary dividing walls down to the ground. This would restore the 
natural unity of the held that has been cut up, for so long, by these 
encroaching enclosures. No doubt, at all times and in all intellectual 
situations, huge held of human studies needs to be parcelled out for 
operational purposes. But the partitions should be provisional only, 
and they should be demarcated by transferable hurdles, not by embedded 
stone walls. Or, if we think of the study of human affairs as being a 
house of many mansions, we should construct it, not like a Western 
house, but like a Japanese house, in which the internal arrangements can 
be given any number of alternative configurations, interd^geable at 
a moment's notice, because the interior is divided up by movable 
screens, not by walls that are ‘permanent fixtures'. 

Meanwhile, among some followers of each of the existing disciplines, 
there seems to be an increasing assertion of each discipline’s claim to 
separateness and independence, and an increasing desire to keep their 
own discipline’s monadic blank walls erect along their traditional 
alignments.^ This rising temper is significantly like &at of some of the 

» Seejpp. 41-45 »nd 641-2. 

* M. K. Cohen; The Meaning of Human History, p. ?. 

* This monadic-mindedness has entered into aome of the criticianil of my work (see 

f . 38. footnote t). Critics representing this school have taken the trouble to report that 
am, or am not, this or that—apparently in the belief that the word written on the label 
of a jar has aome power to affect the quality of the contents. 

L. Stone woiUcl like to disallow tny claim to be an historian because so much of the 
contents of vols. vii-x of this book is the kind of thins that requires a metaphysician, not 
an historian, to review it (Toynbee and History, p. 211). The quesdons Dr Toynbee asks 
are largely irrelevant to their (hi* "professional'* colleagues’] ccmcept of the proper study 
of history, which consists in studying the past for its own sake, in attempting to un^r- 
stand and differentiate, to arrange and classify, the diacoverable facts about the nature of 
a given society in a given Mnod. They are convinced that the differences between 
civilisations are more signincant than the likenesses, and that standardised causal 
patterns cannot logically be deduced ffom the facts of history’ (Stone, ibid.). ‘If it is 
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nationals of each of the contemporary local states. On the plane of 
politics, states are counterparts of disciplines on the plane of intellectual 
inquii^. So perhaps this common temper gives the key to the anxiety 
that is being shown to preserve the traditional intellectual partitions 
from being demolished. This anxiety is manifestly perverse in an age in 
which these traditional partitions have become obvious impediments to 
the advancement of knowledge and understanding; and at first sight 
such perversity seems strai^e. It may be accounted for in the diehard 
champions of the departmental disciplines, as it certainly is accounted 
for in those of the parochial states, by a dread of the unknown situation 
that awaits them, out in the open, in boundless space, if the familiar 
walls of the present voluntary prison houses are torn down. This anxiety 
may be natural, but it is neither rational nor expedient. It offers no 
basis for a constructive policy. It needs to be combated and overcome. 
‘Specialisation has ... prepared the way for a new universalisation, but 
there is not yet any recognition of this truth, and hardly any use is yet 
being made of this opportunity.'* The objective has t^ten de^ed by 

true thst Mr Toynbee b«s tried to eeoeralUe Gibbon's inquiry, he hu iiiiled to notice 
that, in doing so, he hu ceased to m an hutorian, except incidentally. . . . His eons* 
parative study of the rises ind falls of ovilisations should he taken as a contribution, not 
to history, but to “Social Chmamica”.. .. His true predecessor here is not Gibbon but 
Auguste Comte' (W. H. Walsh in Toynb 4 « end Hittery, p. 126). 'When Mr Toynbee 
discusses questions about the nteaning and point of the historical process as a whole, he 
writes, iu>t as an historian or even a sociologist but as a metaphysical philosopher. If in 
his early volumes he is in effect a successor of Comte, his modm here fi.e. in vola. vii*«] 
are such writers as Vico, Herder, and Hegel' (Walsh, ibid., p. tay). In proposing to 
present history as, in the end, a theodicy, 'it is surely clear ... he has travelled far... 

from what any normal historian would regard as history proper' (Walsh, ibid., pp. >26-7). 
‘It is not objective, or even interpretative. Autory. It is theology' (H. £. Barnes: /ntro- 
duetion to the History td Sociology, p. 729). E. ^rkovitz, too, finds that my work is not 
history but a philotrahical and theological interpretadon of history {Judaism: Fossil or 
FermentJ, p. 9). G. J. Renier’s pronouTKement on my work is that ^it is the supreme 
embodiment od what I (i.e. Renier, not Toynbee] c^l “left-wing deviationism'', the 
confusion between history and the philosophy of history' (Toynbee and History, p. 73y 
W. Kaufmarm feels that my 'determination to mix genres' makes it enormously diificult 
to do me justice (ibid., p. 306). 

Critics of this school arc, it seems to me, paying^ much attention to labels, which, in 
my belief, arc not either interesting or important. This preoccupation of theirs offers their 
human target an easy way of putung them out of action. He haa merely to read the label on 
the cridc'a nat and affix a dinerent label on his own. He will then be able, with inmunity, 
to talk as much nonsense as he likes, as far aa this particular critic is concerned. However 
outrageously he behaves,he caneountonthecrhic'ssimply registering'notmyaubject'. 

Fortunately, there are other critics who latc labels at meir true sero value and ^ 
human affairs as the unity that they really are. W. H. McNeill, for instance, after noting 
that 'Toynbee has felt himself free to connect his studies of history with ultimate philo¬ 
sophical and thMiogical questions', suggests that this is a chrilenge to other present- 
day historians (The Jntertt of Toynbe^History: A Cooperatioe Apwaisar\ H. Kohn 
the cridcisma of present book that censure it for not being history. He 
submits that I am not trying to write history here, though 1 have done that in other 
books of mine, e.g. TAs Survey 0/ International Affairs (Dtr Monat, August, 1955, 
p. 464). K. W. Thompson suggests thst I must be judged bo^ ss an historian and aa a 
philosopher of history (Toymee and History, p. 201). E. Fiess finds thst the present 
book *ia not a work of niatory' and. 'a fortion, not a work of archaeology, sociology, 
philosophy, theology, or even of all these combined; it enters into each coe of these 
fields, but no man can be an authority in all of them. Taken as a whole, it is a huge 
theological poem in prose’ (ibid., p. 3S3). This last sentence of Fiess’s has already been 
quotM on p. 39, footnote 2. 

I like being ^ed a poet. I do not suppose that any real poet would acknowledge me 
as being his confirm. Nevertheless, I will make no objection to having this label affixed 
to me by non-poets, if this will induce my critiea to give up the unprofitable game of 
de^dng which, if any. of the ‘disciplines’ is my te^ domicile. 

• E. K. Curdus in Merhsr, 1. Jahrgang, Vieriea Heft [Heft 4] (194?), p. 493 - 
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A. L. Kroeber in language that is less militant and more statesmanlike 
tlian mine. Kroeber thieves ‘the time to be near when efforts for closer 
federation in the united sciences may well come from students of 
culture’. ‘This great unity’, he declares, ‘is the true study for the student 
of Man.’* 

If partition is a wrong way of trying to deal with the problem of 
quantity in the field of human studies, so is omission; and this applies 
equally to both the main devices for lightening the human mind’s fast- 
increasing cargo. One of these is to pi<^ out one of Man’s plural activi¬ 
ties—say, politics or economics or technology or religion—and to give 
this the status of a ‘master-activity’, with the implication that the other 
activities may and should be ignored except in so far as they can be 
treated as being subordinate to the single activity that has been given 
pride of place. This device would certainly simplify the problem of 
quantity by drastically reducing the number of phenomena to be taken 
into account.* It involves us, however, in insuperable difficulties as 
soon as we try to carry it out. These difficulties are discussed in the 
annex to the present chapter,* so we need not go into details here. The 
other device is as old as human nature itself, or indeed as life, since it is 
a patent reflection of the self-centredness that is inborn in every living 
organism. It is based on the assumption that the inquirer’s own religion, 
civilization, community, or parish in the inquirer’s own generation is 
the culmination of all human history, without even adding the proviso 
‘up to date’.^ On this scheme the inquirer gives himself licence to ignore 
everything in human affairs that does not lead up to his own ‘here and 
now’. This egocentric device would, of course, reduce the number of the 
phenomena as effectively as the ‘master-activity’ device would; but, like 
that device, this one, too, is impracticable. Now that all the histories of 
all the societies, in all ages and in all parts of the World, have been pooled 
in one all-inclusive intellectual herit^e, accessible to the whole human 
race,* it is no longer possible to present history as a single-track line 
reaching its terminus in the short-lived contemporary generation of a 
‘Chosen People’. 


5. THE NEED FOR SIMULTANEOUS CULTIVATION OF PANORAMIC 
AND MYOPIC VISION 

If the problem of quantity cannot be eluded by any device—not, for 
instance, by trying to narrow the field, and not by t^ng to subdivide 
it—we have to grapple with the stark difficulty of overcoming the dis¬ 
parity between the overwhelming mass of the data and the limited 

> A. L. Kroeber: Tht Natun of Culture, pp. zo-ii and 19. Kroeber’s suggestion that 
the anthropologists may be the pioneers in a comiag generu study of human afbiirs is 
taken up by Bagby. 'A future science of history must at fim rely heavily on anthro- 
poloffy both for concepts and methoda’ iCvlturt and HUtory, p. ao). 

> This is why the 'mtster-acthrity' device is tempting (see Chr. Dawson: Th* Dy- 

HOPttU of World History, pp. 24-35). * See pp. 658-H53. 

4 F. Engel-Janosi obeervea that historians of the single-track school aiwan think of 
themselvea ss being on the threshhold of the Last Things {Wisstmefudt und Wtldnld, 2. 
Jahrgang, Heft 4 (October, 1949), p. 270). * See pp. 1x0-23. 
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capacity of a single hu m a n mind. There is no escape from the formidable 
requirement that we must each of us attempt to take a panoramic view 
of the whole field;* and, considering how vast this is by comparison 
with our intellectu^ powers, we have to face the truth that our panora¬ 
mic view is bound to be a superficial one.* Superficiality is a defect about 
which we cannot afford to be complacent, because it exposes us to the 
risk of misconstruing Reality,* and the whole purpose of intellectual 
inquiry is to come as near as possible to seeing Reality as it is. How are 
we to correct our superficiality ? The defeatist remedy is to avoid it by 
renouncing the panoramic view that exposes us to it; but this means 
renouncing the endeavour to arrive at any understanding of human 
affairs. A more constructive remedy is, not to seek to avoid superficiality 
at this prohibitive price, but to try to counterbalance it by aiming at 
thoroughness in some fraction of the total field.* This fraction must be 


^ 1 point i« well m«de by P. Bagby: Culture and History, p. 158. Ranke declared 
hia belief that 'dM final goal—not yet attained—alwaya remaina the conception and 
execution of a hittorv of nunkind’ (‘Daa letzte Ziel, eio noch unerreichtea, bleibt immer 
^e Auffaasung und Produktion einer Geschichte der Menachheit’)- Thta paiaage occurs 
in a fragment, written by Ranke in the eightaen-sixties and left by him m manuscript, 
which has been printed by A. Dove on pp. xiii-xvi (the pauan just quoted is on p. xv) 
of hia preface to the Ninth Part, Second Section, of Kanke’s Wtltfaehiehu (publisMd in 
nine parts, L^pzig 1881-8, Duncker and Humolot). As Ranke sees it, 'to comprehend 
the whole without &ilini^ to meet the requirements of exact research will, of count, 
alwaya remain an [unachievetQ ideal. It would entail a solidly grounded undeiatanding 
of the entire history of mankind’ ('Das Ganze zu umfasaen und doch dem Gesetz der 
Forschung gerecht zu werden, blei^ freilieh immer ein Idol: es wQrde das VerttSodnisa 
der eeasRurtten Menschheitageschichte auf featem Gruod und Boden in aich achlieaaen*) 
(ibid., p. xvi). *In convenation with intimate friends, I have often considered the queation 
whether there is any poeaibtiity of composing a world history on these terms. 'Ine con¬ 
clusion was that to satisfy the highest demands is, no doubt, not poaaible, but that it is 
imperative that the attempt aho^d be made’ (‘Im Gesprich mit vertrauten Preunden 
habe ich Ofter die Frage erwogen, ob ea Qberhaupt mdglich sei. cine Weltgeschichte in 
diesem Sinne zu verfassen. Der S^uaa war: den hOchiten Anforderungm au genOgen, 
sei wohl iticht mSgUch, aber notwendig, es zu versuchen’ (Rsrtke’s own introduction to 
his Wel^esehichte, First Part, p. iz). 

* J. Fcibleman notes that a la^ pimre of world history is bound to be based on 
secondary sources of dubious validity (^sen Htia Monthly, vol. xi. Not. i and z (1940), 
p. iS). The Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr., too, observes that ‘the impossibility of being dually 
expert in everythin|; is a limitation that the universal historian must accept and work 
with. But’, he contmues ad homintm, ‘I do feel that in the religious field Toynbee is 
not sufficiently aware of his own limitations.' ‘In the field of religion it it not really 
possible to know more than one religion from the inside.’ Toynbee has 'a sound text¬ 
book knowledge of Hinduism, Buddlmm, and Islam; but is that really enough for writing 
with authority about their historical significance?' {The Intent y Toynbee's History: 
A Cooperative Appraual). Apropos of my treatment of Indian history, culture, and 
religion, X«. Renou sums up a friendly critique by pronouncing that I get at an external 
truth, but not at the ‘vision’ which comes from first-hand knowledge (Diogenes, No. 13 
(Spring, 1956). p< 79 )' 

> For inacance, Owen I-attimore points out, in The Atlantic MonMy, vol. 181, No. 4 
(AprU, 1948), pp. 104-S, that ‘dcMndence on secondary sources implies loss of an 
abMlutely sure touch in disciiiguisAing between the best secondary authority and an 
inferior authority, or in discrimiiuting between the strong and wes^ points of s seconds^ 
authority who is on the whole good. One of the foredoomed limitations of acbolatship, 
unfortunately, is that, when a bold and adventurous thinker like Toynbee takes over not 
only ^e facts but the ideas of a secondary authority, and projects them further, the 
projection is apt to reveal the Saws and weakivesses of the iMopted ideas more than it 
enhaiMes their strength.' Latrimore illustrates his point from my use of some of Ellsworth 
HuntingTon's ideas about the relations between the Nomadic culture and its physical 
environment. 

* I am grateful to Michael Pottan for giving this good advice to me. In reviewing the 
first three volumes of this book, Postan remarks thst ‘the bulk of his new inventions w 
too wide and too vague to lead to a true socioloncal discovery, while the few which 
luppen to provide openings for s truly original ana a perfectly definite enterprise are left 
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small enough for us to be able to achieve thoroughness here without 
having to devote so much of our energies to this that we have not enough 
left over for taking even the most superficial panoramic view as weU.^ 
‘Critical method, objective approach, and comprehensive synthesis can 
and must go together.’* ‘Critiol research on the one side and compre¬ 
hensive understanding on the other side can be counted on to give each 
other mutual support.’* 

If we agree that the solution of the problem of quantity lies in com¬ 
bining the panoramic with the myopic view, perhaps we shall also agree 
that, in the present state of intellectual knowledge, understanding, and 
technique, we must be prepared to go to extremes in each of these two 
antithetical lines of stuck on our problem. Considering the vastness of 
the current increase in the amount of what there is to know, our pano¬ 
ramic view must have the sweep of the view caught from the window of 
an aeroplane aloft in the stratosphere. Considering the minuteness of 
the current work that is being done by both the sociologists and the 
psychologists, our counterbalancing view must penetrate to the depth 
that is reached by a well-drilling apparatus. Since the radius of our 
panorama will be almost infinitely long, that of our drill-hole will have 
to be almost infinitesimally short. After all, when one is using a power- 
drill in quest of oil or water, it is a matter of course that one’s drill-hole 
should have a shorter diameter than the shaft of a spade-dug well. 

This counterbalancing intellecmal activity of doing microscopic work 
on a minute area ought to be an effective insurance against succumbing 
to the danger inherent in the panoramic view’s ineviuble superficiality. 
If we know, from practice, what thoroughness is, we shall not mistake 
superficiality for it; and, if we see our superficiality for what it is, we 
shall at least be on our guard against the misconstruction of Reality to 
which it lays us open. Conversely, in our microscopic work, we shall 
be put on our guard, by our concurrent use of the telescope, against the 
misconstruction of Reality to which we are exposed by myopia. The 
crux of microscopic work is that its thoroughness within its own tiny 
area does not give the inquirer any information about the relations 
between this area and its setting in the general field of which it is a part; 


unexplored’. Posttn concludes that, ’until he writes a work of sociology’—meaning, as 
the context shows, a work of the mM»osecpie kind—'he will not be able to rid hioisuf of 
his vague images or to meet the challenge of his fruitful ones’ {Tht Sociclogiecl Revine, 
vei. xxviii (1936}, pp. 56 and 63). 

The tame pomt ts made in the Social Science Research Council’s Committee on 
Hiatoriosraphf's Report (1934), P« 109. ’Toynbee's generalisationa ... must be elibo- 
rated to he testable propoutions—an elaboration that the author does not provide.’ 

* It is, of course, a difficult question of judgement for an inqxiirer to decide, in the 
light of his particular objective, how much of his energy he should spend on telescopic 
work and how much of it on microscopic work. Christopher Dawson finds that there is 
too much telescopic work and too little microscopic work in the previous volumes of this 
book {Toynbt* OM History, p. 139). L. Mumforo finds that I have 'succeeded better then 
most scbolsis in combining the methods of the specialist with those of the “generalist'” 
(Dtegsncf, No. 13 (Spring, X956), p. xa). 

* 'Kritik, elective Auffassung und umfassende Combinstion zusammenemhen kOnnen 
und mOMcn’ (Ranke: fragment written in the eighteen-sixties, printed in WtltgesehuhSt, 
Ninth Part, Second Section, p. zvi). 

X ’Die kritische Forschung auf der einen, das zusaxxunenfrssende Verstftndniss auf 
der anderen Seite kdnnen einander nieht anders, ab unterstOoen’ (Ranke: Wtltgsschichtt, 
First Part, p. ix). 
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and, unless and until one secs the object of one’s study in its setting, 
one does not know or understand the object itself, however thoroughly 
one may have analysed its internal anatomy. An oil-prospector does not 
sink capital in a borii^ until he has made a wide geological survey of the 
whole region for which he holds a prospecting option. If he made a 
boring at random, and tried to judge its prospects exclusively on the 
materials brought to the surface by the drill out of this single narrow 
hole, he would soon lose his employer’s money and his own job. A three- 
dimensional test would be a reckless undertaking without the guidance 
of a previous two-dimensional survey-—just as, conversely, the two- 
dimensional survey would yield no precise knowledge of the contents of 
the sub-soil if it were not followed up by a three-d^ensional test. 

This means that the panoramic and myopic approaches do not only 
benefit, both alike, by being made concurrently, but need each other’s 
complementary services so much that no inquirer can afford to neglect 
either of them. Either approach has its own inherent weaknesses; but 
the remedy for these weaknesses is, not to abandon the approach in 
which they arise, but to pursue the other approach as well. If we pursue 
both approach^ at once, we shall be giving ourselves a chance of bring¬ 
ing the strong points of each of them to the rescue of the weak points of 
the other. On the other hand, if we sought to get rid of a weakness by 
abandoning the approach in which it arises, we should end by abandon¬ 
ing both approaches and consequently abandoning all inquiry. 

This, in turn, means that inquirers who concentrate on the bird’s-eye 
view and those who concentrate on the fly’s-eyc view are, not natural 
enemies, but natural, and indeed indispensable, allies. As Ranke puts it, 
’research cannot be damaged by being brought into relation with a 
univeraal standpoint. Without ^e universal, research would lose its 
fire; without research, conception would degenerate into fantasy.’’ If the 
specialist and the generalist were inevitable enemies, each would have 
to fight himself, as well as his colleague, since we have seen that, which¬ 
ever of the two approaches may be the more attractive to a particular 
inquirer, he must also ieam to follow the other approach, too, to some 
extent, as a means of insuring against falling into his preferred approach’s 
pitfalls. Which of the two approaches is to be preferred by each of us is 
a matter of personal choice, and each of us will make his choice in 
accordance with his temperament. There is room, and need, for any 
number of inquirers of both schools. The one thing for which there is no 
room is civil war beUveen them and within the bosoms of each of them. 
This necessity for concord and co-operation seems to be better under¬ 
stood, and better practised, at present by the students of non-human 
nature than it is by humanists. On this point, we humanists would be 
well advised to follow the good example set by inquirers in other fields. 

I *Oie Beziehunc auf ein AUgemeinet kann der Ponchungketnen Eiatrag thun: ohne 
jen«« wOrde diese erluiten, ohne die*e die Aufftssuns in ein Hirngeapinnst tuMiteo’ 
^•nke: fragment written in the elghteen-aixtiea, printed in Wtltg«*ehUht0, Ninth 
Part, second aection, p. xvi). 
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V. THE NEED FOR A COMPREHENSIVE 
STUDY OF HUMAN AFFAIRS 

T he demand for a comprehensive study of human affairs is in¬ 
spired by several motives. Some of these are permanent and some 
temporary; some are disinterested, some self-regarding. The strongest 
and most estimable of these is curiosity. This is one of the distinctive 
traits of human nature. No human being seems to be altogether without 
it, though the degree of its strength varies enormously as between 
different individuals. In the field of human af^rs, curiosity prompts us 
to seek a panoramic view in order to gain a vision of Re^ity that will 
make it as intelligible as is possible for a htiman mind. ‘History certainly 
justifies a dictum of Einstein, that no great discovery was ever made in 
science except by one who lifted his nose above the grindstone of de¬ 
tails and ventured on a more comprehensive vision.*^ A panoramic view 
will at any rate be a less misleading reflection of Reali^ than a partial 
view.^ And, while it is true that in &e search for knowledge and under¬ 
standing, as in all human activities, human achievements are never 
complete, it is one of Man’s virtues that he has the intelligence to be 
aware of this and the spirit to go on striving, with undiminished zest, to 
come as near to his goal as his endowment of ability will cany him. 

Another motive for the quest for a panoramic view of human affairs, 
and indeed of the whole of the phenomenal universe, is more self- 
regarding. The phenomena appear to be innumerable, and the Universe 
infirute, to the difh^cting human mind; and this experience of being 
adrift in a boundless sea, without chart or compass, is terrifying for a 
being whose powers are finite. In this disconcerting human situation our 
first recourse is to make believe that the ocean is not as big as it looks; we 
try to play on it those tricks of partition and omission that have been 
noticed in the preceding chapter; but, in playing them, we see through 
them, and then the only recourse left to us is the formidable one of trying 
to fling our mental net over the Universe as a whole. Needham points 
out^ that ‘one of the greatest stimulatory factors of primitive science’ 
was 'the need for at least classing phenomena and placing them in some 
sort of relation with one another, in order to conquer the ever-recurring 
fear and dread which must have weighed so terribly on early men'. 
In the Sinic World this universal human response to the psycho¬ 
logical challenge of the consdotisness of infiiiity took the form of 
the development of a set of symbols—eight trigrams and sixty-four 
hexagrams—generated by working out all the possible permutations 
and combinations of sets of lines, some unbroken and some broken. 
These lines seem to have represented sticks—some short, some long— 
that had been used originally for magical operations. 'Originating from 
what was probably a collection of peasant omen texts, and accumulating 
a mass of material used in the practices of divination’, this scheme of 

< M.'K. Coheax Th€ Meaning of Human History, p. zie. 

* S«e E. E. Y. Hale*, quoted on p. ^7. 

* J. Needham: Seiena and CiviHzaiion m China, vol. ti, p. 336. 



THE NEED FOR A COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 137 
visual configurations, in its canonical presentation in the classic called 
The Book of Changes (/ Ching), ‘ended up as an elaborate system of 
symbols and their explanations’.’ ‘What seems to show through’ a 
number of passages in the commentaries on the 1 Ching by Chinese 
philosophers 

‘is the effort made by the School of Naturalists and the Han Confiicians to 
erect the figures made by the long and short sticks into a comprehensive 
system of symbolism containing in some way all ffie basic principles of 
natural phenomena. Like the Taoists, they were looking for peace of 
mind through classification.’* 

Primitive societies are not the only societies, and the Sinic is not the 
only civilixation, in which an anxiety in the presence of infinity has 
spurred human minds to try to bring infini^ under mental control. In 
the rise of Hellenic science, as in the rise of its Sinic counterpart, one of 
the stimuli was the urge to set botmds {peraUC) to a Universe that pre- 
sented itself as boundless {apeiron). In the modem Western World the 
same anxiety has been rekindled on the academic level since the introduc¬ 
tion of the Chinese system of grading intellectual ability by the test of 
written examinations—the more so because this innovation in Western 
education coincided in date with the sudden rapid increase, discussed 
in the last chapter, in the amount of what there was for examinees to 
know. A Westerner nowadays may have been educated, during fourteen 
or fifteen impressionable years, with the immediate object of passing 
successive examinations, and he may emerge from this ordeal in the state 
of mind of a perpetual examinee with an infinite number of things to 
leam and only one wrking lifetime before him for learning them—a 
hopelessly short term for acquainting himself with infinity, even if he 
were to make this his exclusive life-work. 

Ad hondnem, I still vividly remember my discomfort in emerging in 
this state of mind, in the summer of 1911, from the final examination at 
Oxford for the School of Literae Humamores. I immediately started 
out to read all the surviving sources for Hellenic history in the Greek 
and Latin languages that I had not read already while I was preparing 
for the examination that I had now passed. I soon realized that, even if 
I succeeded in reading every word that there was to be read about 
Hellenic history both in Grei^ and Latin and in the languages of the 
modern Western World, I should be chasing a receding horizon that 
would lead me on, beyond Hellenic history, into the histories of all the 
other human societies within Western knowledge. This time the term of 
my penal servitude would be, not just two and a half years or fourteen; 
it would be the rest of my life, with the culminating examination post¬ 
poned to the other side of deaA. Must I really spend the rest of my life 
living in fear of a post-mortem examination by Rhadamanthus? This 
was a melancholy state of mind to have fallen into on the threshold of 
adult life. I was delivered from it unexpectedly by finding myself 
making something out of the new knowledge that I was taking on board. 

In the course of my post-examinational reading I had been comparing 
« Ibid., p. 3 «> 4 - * P- 3 *®- 
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facts and figures mentioned in Xenophon’s continuation of Thucydides’ 
history with facts and figures mentioned by Thucydides himself. These 
were data about the numbers and organization of the Lacedaemonian 
army at successive dates. I had been looking at these data synoptically, 
crying to make out the relation in which they stood to each other, and I 
now found that I had been unconsciously producing the nucletis of a 
paper on ‘the Growth of Sparta’. This was something that I had never 
done before, and the realization that I had been doing it gave me im¬ 
mediate psychological relief. In doing something with the innumerable 
phenomena, I had ‘fixed’ them in the American usage of the verb ‘fix’ 
as well as in its literal meaning. I had found a pattern in the apparent 
flux, and, in finding this, I had made the flux less menacing to me. Of 
course, the little batch of data that I had managed to deal with in this 
way covered only a tiny patch of the boundless field of human af^irs, 
but I had made a beginning. Now that I had ‘fixed’ one bit, I need not 
despair of being able to do the same with the rest. Without knowing it, 
I had taken the first step towards producing, not only a paper on Sparta, 
but the present book. 

This anxiety in face of the phenomena spurs human minds, always 
and everywhere, into ‘fixing’ the phenomena by finding a pattern in 
them; but it has been accentuated in the present-day world as a result 
of the World’s sudden unification by means of modem science and 
technology. The same tmprecedented scientific and technological 
advances that have unified the World by ‘annihilating distance’ have put 
it into mankind’s power to annihilate itself by making war with atomic 
weapons. We are now waking up to the truth that we have uninten¬ 
tionally put ourselves in a new position in which mankind may have to 
choose between the two extreme alternatives of conunitting genocide 
and learning to live henceforward as a single family.' The human race’s 
survival is now once again in doubt for the first time since Man estab¬ 
lished his ascendancy over non-human nature—a feat that he achieved 
part way through the Palaeolithic Age. This time it is human nature that 
threatens mankind with extinction. The recurrence of the ancient 
threat from this new quarter is a challenge to all human beings to 
subordinate their traditional parochial lo^ties to a new paramount 
loyalty to mankind itself. The recurrent threat’s source in human nature 
is a challenge to us to study human affairs in order to bring them under 
control. 

In a world that has been unified in both space and time, a study of 
human affairs must be comprehensive if it is to be efiective.^ It must 

* Amona many other contetnponry obterver*, J. Romein tesdfie* that, in our day, 
'one «'Orld or none’ is the truth about o\ir situation (Toynie* and Hirtory, p. 350). 

3 This point has been made by Polybiua in severd telling, though perhaps unneces¬ 
sarily polemical, paaawes of hia Otaarumeal Hittory. Book 1 , part of chap. 4. Book III, 
chap. 3t, and Book VIII, chap, z, have been quotM in the present book already (in ui. 
SiT^ootnote Si and x. 65-66). The whole of Book I, chw. 4, may be quoted here. 

The coincidence by which all the transactions of the Worid have been oriented in a 
tingle direction and guided towards a single goal is the eztraordiiury chancteristie of 
the present age, to wmch the special feature of the present work ia a corollary. The uni^ 
of events imposes on the historian a similar unity of compositioo in depicting for lua 
readers the opmtion of the laws of Fortune on the grand scale, and this has been my 
own principal inducement and stiinulua in the work which I have urtdertak^ 
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include, not only the whole of the living generation, but also the whole 
of the living generation's past. In order to save mankind we have to 
learn to live together in concord in spite of traditional differences of 
religion, civilization, nationality, class, and race. In order to live to¬ 
gether in concord successfully, we have to know each other, and know¬ 
ing each other includes knowing each other's past,* since human life, 
like the rest of the phenomenal universe, can be observed by human 
minds only as it presents itself to them on the move through time. 
Historical forces can be more explosive than atom bombs.* For our 
now urgent common purpose of self-preservation, it will not be enough 
to explore our common underlying human nature. The psychologist's 
work needs to be supplemented by the archaeologist’s, the historian’s, 
the anthropologist’s, and the sociologist’s. We mtist learn to recognize, 
and, as far as possible, to understand, the different cultural configurations 
in which our common human nature has expressed itself in the different 
religions, civilizations, and nationalities into which human culture has 

'I have also b«en influenced by the fact that no contemporary writer has attempted to 
put together a comprehensive account of world a&irs. If there had been anyone el»e 
m the field, I should have felt far lets ur« to enter it myself. Actually, however, I see 
many specUIists wriring works about local wira, including some of the political transac¬ 
tions connected with these, but, m far as I kx»w, nobody even attempting to make a 
general examination and synthesis of the configuration of contemporary events by 
tracing these back to their origins and explaining how they reached their consummation. 
This spectacle hsa made me feel an imperative <^1 not to leave unrecorded, and not to let 
slip unheeded, a transaction that is surely the foremost and the most beneficial of til that 
stand to Fortune’s credit. No doubt she is never tired of innovating and is continually 
putting her spoke in the wheel of human ofToirs. But the tour dt force that the has 
achieved in our time is quite without precedent; and it is also something that could 
never be nthered from a study of the works of the specialist bistori^. 

‘What should we say of somebody who visited the World’s famous cities one by one— 
or, if you like, just took a look at separate pictures of them—and then immediately 
assumed that, ^ this process, he hsd acquired a knowledge of the physiognomy of the 
whole World, including its entire layout and structure? People who are convinced that 
historical specialiaation will give them a fairly good synoptic view of the whole of history 
are. it seems to me, suffering ffom a delusion. They remmd me of people who have taken 
s look St the ditjecta membra of sn organism that was once alive and beautiful, and who 
then imagifis that they have lud a first-hand view of this creature in all its activity and 
beauty, we have only to suppose that someone prompdy rehabilitates the creature, body 
and ioul, in its ori^al unity and perfection, and then dupla)n it amn to the same 
•pectatora. Surely these would all then admit that, at the first view, their vision of the 
object had fallen far short of the reality and had been more like what one sees in a dream. 
The truth is that the part may give us a notion of the whole, but will never give us a 
genuine knowledge or an accurate appreciation of it. 

'On these a^ogies, we must conclude that the work of the apMulist ^toriutt mokes 
a singularly small contribution to an intimate and trustworthy insight into history as a 
whole. The only way of arriving at this is to gmp the mutual inter-conntxiona and 
inter-relationa of all the phenomena, together with their likenesses and differences. A 
panoramic view of this kind enables one to find utility as well os ^oyment in history.’ 

I 'This point is made by Diodorus of Agyrium in the following passages (Book I, 
chaps. I and 3) of the Preuce to his Library of Umvertal History. ‘We are indebted to 
these authors [i.e. the authors of universal hutoriea] for their efforts toxnsrsbal the whole 
human race, who are all members one of another, in spite of the barriers of space and 
time, in one magnificent array. In attempting th^ have cotutituted themselves 
nothing less than the servants of Providence. God, in Hia Providence, has related in a 
single system the evolutions of the stars of heaven and the characters of men, and raain- 
tains them in perpetual motion to all eternity, imparting to each the lot which Destiny 
assigns; while the authors of universal histories, in their works, record the genera! 
tranaactionsof the Worldasif itwere a single community, and pass the woi^ of Provi¬ 
dence through the grand audit of their clearing-house.... In abort, the superiority of this 
branch of matory over the rest it to be measured by the superior utility of the whole to 
the part and of continuity to discontinuity.’ 

> L. C. Stecchini in Midstream, Autumn, 1956, pp. 84-91. 
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come to be articulated in the course of its history. ‘All of human history 
is relevant to present and future human needs.’* ‘The knowledge of the 
history of mankind should be one of mankind’s common possessions.’^ 

We shall, however, have to do more than just understand each other’s 
cultural herit^es, and more even than appreciate them. We shall have 
to value them and love them as being parts of mankind’s common 
treasure and therefore being ours too, as tnily as the heirlooms that we 
ourselves shall be contributing to the common stock. Without the fire 
of love, the dangerous fisstires in mankind’s social solidarity cannot be 
annealed. Danger, even when it is as extreme as ours is today, is never a 
sufficient stimulus in itself to make men do what b necessary for their 
salvation. It is a poor stimulus because it is a negative one. A cold-blooded 
calculation of expediency will not inspire us with the spiritual power to 
save ourselves. This power can come only from the disinterested pur¬ 
suit of a positive aim that will outrange the negative one of trying to 
avoid self-destruction;^ and this positive aim can be given to men by 
nothing but love. 

In mankind’s present situation a demand for a comprehensive view of 
human affairs is to be expected. Indirect evidence that this demand is, 
in hict, being made today comes to light incidentally in some of the 
critiques of earlier volumes of the present book. Some of this evidence 
carries conviction, because it is the testimony of critics who hold that 
the book has had a more favourable reception than it deserves. They 
explain this lack of judgement, as it seems to them, on the public’s part 
by suggesting that people are now making this demand for a compre¬ 
hensive view and that they have welcomed my work uncritically because 
they feel that it is at least giving them something of what they want. 

R. V. Chase, for example, suggests^ that ‘persuasive theorists do not 
... exert their strongest inBuence because of the logical air-tightness of 
their theories, but rather because they fill an unconscioiisly felt vacuum 
with the force and urgency of their moral passion’. Tangye Lean sees^ 
roe performing the role of an exponent of a particular cultural situation, 
emlwdying my contemporaries’ anxiety over the problem of existence, 
their obsession with the spectacle of decay, which brings them face to 
face with death, and their burning desire to ^d some way of overcoming 
their own transitoriness and securing immortality. As Al G. Bailey sees 
it,^ ‘clearly this book answered a deep-felt need of people beset with the 
anxieties and uncertainties of the twentieth century’. Christopher 
Dawson suggests^ that one reason why my work has foimd some accept- 

> R. Coulborn m FhyUm, 1940, offprint, p. 63. 

* ‘Die Ericenntni* der G^chichte der Mensehheitiollein Gemeinffut der Meruchheii 
sein': a firaameni, written by Ranke in the eighteen-afxtiea, printed on pp. xiil-xvi of 
A. Dove's preface to the Ninth Part, Second Section, of Ranke’s WtitittaaehU (Leiptig 
x88i-8, Duncker and Humblot, 9 parts). The paaswe here quoted is on pp. xv-xvi. 

3 In a critique of my work, J. Romeio judges that lam right in thinWmg that the unity 
of the Weiid u now in the making. As Romein puts it, world unity has been created by 
the technicians; we have now to raise this technologic unity to the level of creativity 
{,Toynb*t end Histery, p. 350). 

* In The Ameriean icAoIar, vol. x6, No. 3 (Summer, *947). PP. 381-3. 

s In Toynbee and Hiftory, pp. ;3S ff., as summarised by O. R. Anderle. 

4 In Queetit Qvarterly, vol. btu. No. z (Spring, Z9S5), pp. 100-10. 

9 In Toynbee and HisUay, p. 139. 
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ance is because it b a study of the civilizations. These have now become 
realities that cannot be ignored. J. F. Leddy suggests* that it is because 
people in our time ^vant to see the World as a whole and to find some 
ineaning in its history. J. Romein says* that my work is valuable in 
giving a real world-view, and that I have done something to help in 
overcoming the opposition between East and West. H. Kohn says* 
that a sense of unity will be my contribution to an understanding of 
things. T. J. G. Lo<^er finds* that ‘our age is asking for a total vision, 
now that the World has grown together into so close a unity. This super¬ 
human task is the one at which Toynbee has tried his hand.’* Other 
critics, too, have made the point that I have tried to take a comprehensive 

* In Th« Pfumx, vel. xi, No. 4, p. 140. 

a In Toynbe* end Hittery, pp. 34^-50. 

* Ibid., p. 359. * In ^ Cids, May. 194S, of^rint, p. 30. 

s If Pieter Geyl ever reads this pa^e, the pasaase* here quotM obaer\’ations made 
by some of bis fellow critics of my work may throw light on something that has appar* 
ently puxaled him. He, too, has noticed that my work Km been not badly received by the 
non-professional public, and this seems to have left him perplexed. ‘This chorus of 
praise’, he remarks, ‘is a chastening reminder of the very restneted influence exerctstd 
by professional criticism' (Toynbte and Hislory, p. 377). If the ‘chorus of praise’ hss been 
evoked by my attempt to take a comprehensive view of history, this gives Geyl his cue. 
He and my other endes have only to try their hands at the tame enterprise, and the 
chorus will give them the same grateful welcome, e%'en if they make no more of a success 
than I have made of the effort to see human affairs m a whole and to find some meaning 
in them. 

This suggestion, will, I fancy, draw from some of these critics the retort that they do 
not want praise from the public at any price, and certamly not at the price of doing 
anything so unprofessional as to take a panoramic view of things. In their eyes popularity 
is incriminating. My kind int^reter Crane Brinton has done bis best to exonerate me 
from this imputation. ‘Itis quite clear*, he testifies, 'that his fame b everywhere confined 
... to high-brows and middle-brows, and has not reached the low-brows, as it would 
have to do if he is to do the work of a major prophet. It is ve^ hard indeed to think of 
Toynbee effectively translated to the many, as Marx Hm eertaiiUy been translated’ (TAe 
Virginia Quarteriy Renew, Summer, <9^6, Pp. 361-75). Marx ia vulgar indeed. Hts 
ahameleariy panoramic view of human amirs caught the profanum vulguf* imagina¬ 
tion all over the World. I have not incurred that damning d^ee of popularity, anyway. 
Yet I fear that even a modest popularity among the high-brow and middle-brow fraction 
of the public is enough to ruin my reparation with the professionals. £. Fiess notes dis¬ 
approvingly that 'popularity ia no sulntitute for understanding’, though he does concede 
that 'all oiKOurse is in some sense a simplification’ {Toynbee and History, p. 378). H. J. 
Morgenthau and A. J. P. Taylor draw attention fibid., pp. 196-7 and 115) to the cootraat 
between a popularity that they ascribe to me wim the public and the condemnation that 
I have received from my fellow historians. Both of them sssume, without srguiog the 
point, on any issue between public and professionals, thr professionals must be 
right. Mori^thau chivalrously testifies that I am not being popular on purpose. ‘This 
poptJaritjr it unjust’, he writes, ‘to Mr Toynbee’s intent, but it uluminatea the weakness 
of hit achievement’ (ibid., p. 197). It is true that I have never set out to win popularity, 
any more than I have sought to avoid it. When I am writing, the reception that is awaiting 
me it not in my mind. I write m the subject moves me. But suiuy the truth about 
popularity is that, in itsdf, it is no evidence of merit or demerit. One must know the 
reason wny a l^k ia popular b^ore one can Judn whether, in the particular case in 
point, popularity danms the author or docs him cremt. Morgenthau e\*identl2^plds that 
populari^, whatever its cause, damns an author and his work automatically. This dogma 
seems to rest on two assumptions: that the judgement of the public must always be 
wrong, and that the judgement of the professionals must slways be in conflict with it. 

If these are the doctrines of a profeuional, they are unfortunate. In what we vaguely 
call 'the public', there are many different levels of intellectual cultivation; and, if a pro- 
feasiot^ despises all these levm indiscriminately, he ia putting himself in jeopardy, for 
at the higher levels he it likely to find bis intellectual equals, and may even find his 
superiors in the field outside the contemptuous specialist’s own chosen province. What ia 
more, the contemptuous specialist is doing a disservice to the culture that ought to be 
common to the cultivated public and to him. When professional intellectual work be- 
cornea esoteric, this is s sign that culture is in a bad way. Culture fiouriahes only when 
there is an active and constant inwUectual intercourse and exchange of ideas between 
cultivated people of all kinds. 



142 STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS 

view of history, without going into the question whether my work has 
been well received, or whether, if it has been, its attempt at compre¬ 
hensiveness is what has won it favour. The purpose for which the 
point is made by most of them is to go on to say—as Locher does in the 
passage from which I have just quoted—that, in attempting this, I have 
obviously attempted the impossible, or that, for whatever reason, I have 
failed to achieve my aim.* If the critics quoted in the present paragraph 
arc right in holding that my work has been well received and that its 
attempt at comprehensiveness accounts for this, then the other testi¬ 
monies to this attempt at comprehensiveness indirectly give further 
support to the view that there is a genuine demand for such attempts in 
the present-day world. 

One of my critics has compared earlier volumes of this book to a 
*palace’ in which ‘the rooms . . . are over-furnished to the point of 
resembling a dealer’s warehouse’.* This reviewer must also be a thought- 
reader; for I have often thought of myself as a man moving old furni¬ 
ture al^ut For centuries these lovely things had been lying neglected 
in the lumber-rooms and attics. They had been piled in there higgledy- 
piggledy, in utter disorder, and had been crammed so tight that nobody 
could even squeeze his way in to look at them and And out whether they 
were of any value. In the course of ages they had been accumulating 
there—unwanted rejects from a score of country houses. This unworthy 
treatment of these precious pieces came to trouble me more and more; 
for I knew that they were not really junk; I knew that they were heir¬ 
looms, and these so rare and fine that they were not just provincial 
curiosities; they were the common heritage of anyone who had any 
capacity for appreciating beauty in Man’s handiwork. At last I found 
that I could not bear t&s shocking situation any longer, so I set my 
own hand to a back-breaking job. I began to drag out the pieces, one by 
one, and to arrange them in the hall. I could not pretend to form a 
final judgement on the order in which they should be placed. Indeed, 
there never could be a final judgement on this, for a number of attractive 
different orders could be imagined, each of them the right order from 
some particular point of view.* The first thing to be done was to get as 
many of the pieces as possible out into the open and to assemble them 
in some order or other. If once I had them parked down in the hall, 
I could see how they looked and could shift them and re-shift them at 
my leisure. Perhaps I should not have the leisure; perhaps the pre¬ 
liminary job of extracting these treasures from the lumber-rooms and 
attics would turn out to be as much as I could manage with my single 
pair of hands.^ If so, this would not matter; for there would be plenty of 
timeafterwardsforotherpeopletorearTangethepieces,and,nodoubt,they 
would be doing this again and again as they studied them more closely 
and came to know more about them than would ever be known by me. 

I See the pasuges quoted in the Annex to Chipter II, p. 647. 

s Tht LiiUMT, f 9th October, 1939, in a review of voU. iv-vi. 

i See further p. 168. 

* *H» work is a gigantic labour—the labour of a comprehensive attempt tn put things 
in order (Dk Rxtunarbtit ttuus Wtrktt ist eau undatsendt Ordnungsarlrnty (H. Werner in 
DtttUektr VkruitakruthriftfGr lAUratunekieruehaft itnd CeuUsgeuhiehu, 29. Jahrgang, 
xxix. Band (19SS). P- 544)- 
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This furniture-shifting job is, of course, David’s kind of work, not 
Solomon’s; and the time when Solomon’s achievement will be feasible 
is now only just dawning. 

‘There is u yet no history of humanity, since humanity is not an 
organised society with a common tradition or a common social conscious¬ 
ness. All the attempts that have hitherto been made to write a world 
history have been in fact attempts to interpret one tradition in terms of 
another, attempts to extend the intellectual hegemony of a dominant 
culture by subordinating to it all the events of other cultures that come 
within the observer’s range of vision.’* 

This has certainly been true up to now. It is true, for instance, of the 
presentation of world history in the Old Testament, in Hellenic litera¬ 
ture, in the Chinese dynastic histories, and in Western historians’ works. 
If a Western historian does not fall into the egocentric error of making 
all history lead up to the point reached in the West in his own generation, 
he is likdy to Wl into another error, only one degree less egocentric, 
with which I, for instance, have been charged, with some justice, by 
a number of my critics.^ He is likely to use Hellenic history, which lies 
in the background of his own Western history, as an exclusive ‘model’, 
not just as one out of a number of alternative possible models, for 
elucidating the configuration of history in general in the current age of 
the civilizations. 

Since the World is now being unified as a result of Western inven¬ 
tions, and therefore, initially, within a Western framework, one or 
other or both of these characteristic Western distortions of the true 
picture of world history are likely to persist for some time and to die 
hard. Nevertheless, it is already possible to look forward to a time when 
these Western distortions of the true picture, and all other distortions of 
the kind, will be replaced by a new vision of the past seen from the 
standpoint, not of this or that nationality, civilization, or religion, but of 
a united human race. If mankind does respond to the chaUenge of its 
present self-imposed ordeal by saving itself from self-inflicted genocide, 
this will have been the reward of a conunon effort to transcend all the 
traditional divisions and to live as one family for the first time since 
mankind made its first appearance on this planet. This unum sacrie in 
the face of inuninent self-destruction will be, if it is achieved, Man’s 
finest achievement and most thrilling experience up to date. From the 
new position of charity and hope which Man will thereby have won for 
himself, all the past histories of the previous divisions of the human 
race will be seen, in retrospect, to be so many parts of one common 
historic heritage. They will be seen as leading up to unity, and as open¬ 
ing out, for a united human race, future prospects of which no human 
being could have dreamed in the age of xinfettcred parochialism. 

* Chr. Daw»on; Tht DynemUs of World History, p. *73. 

> S«e p. 161, f^tnote z. 
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VI. THE PROBLEM OF ORGANIZING A 
COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF HUMAN AFFAIRS 

I. THE USE AND ABUSE OF SIMPLIFICATIONS 

T he enteiprise of trying to organize a comprehensive study of 
human affairs is stUl in its pioneering stage. The pioneer’s task is 
to open up the jungle by blazing trails. If he does this well, he will have 
opened the ^’ay for his successor the surveyor. 

To do well in this preliminary reconnaissance work means satisfying 
two requirements. The trails must follow the lie of the land, and the 
blazing m\i8t be clear enough to give guidance to the next comer. The 
trails must link up the key points in the landscape by the shortest 

f practicable routes. The blazing must be unmistakable. iMhe pioneer is 
iterate, he will chart his trails and his blazes on a sketch-map; and as 
a map-maker he enjoys a licence. His task is the practical one of ensur¬ 
ing, as far as may be humanly possible, that the next comer shall not 
miss the way that the pioneer has found and has opened up. Therefore, 
in drawing his sketch-map for the next comer’s use, the pioneer may 
take it upon himself, at his own discretion, to simplify the pattern and 
to exaggerate the prominence of the outstanding features of the land¬ 
scape. He may take these liberties legitimately on two conditions. The 
first is that he must limit these delil^rate cartographical distortions of 
Reality to the minimum necessary for his purpose of giving plain guid¬ 
ance. The second condition is tliat he must not try to pass his sketch- 
map off as being anything but what it is. He must make it clear that it is 
a sketch, not a survey, and that it is therefore not definitive but provi¬ 
sional. He must, in fact, note on it a warning for all future users that it 
not only may be superseded, but will be, and will be soon. It will be 
superseded the sooner, the better the pioneer has done his work; for, 
the better he has done it, the faster the legion of surveyors will be able 
to follow his reconnaissance up by triangulations that may prove to be 
at least ‘semi-permanent’. 

Pioneers are not the only map-makers to whom the pioneer’s licence 
is customarily allowed. It is also granted to the modellers of relief- 
maps, though these, unlike pioneers in the wilderness, have all the 
resources of science and technology at their disposal in their workshops. 
Relief-map modellers sometimes deliberately misrepresent Reality by 
presenting altitude out of scale to area, and Acy do this for the reason 
that Ica^ a pioneer to misrepresent Reality on his sketch-map by 
simplifying it Their first concern, like his, is to give the users of their 
map clear guidance; and a relief-map that did not exaggerate altitude 
out of proportion to area would give little more guidance than a two- 
dimensional map would give. It is well known that a model of the globe, 
with the unevenness of its surface reproduced in scale with the extent of 
its area, would look no rougher than an unpcaled orange. The differences 
in altitude between mountains and valleys, plateaux and plains, would 
be difficult to discern without the aid of a powerful magnifying-glass 
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and would be less le^ble to the finger than the embossed lettering in a 
braille book. The heights and depths must be exaggerated, quite out 
of s^e with Ae area of the globe’s surface, if a relief^map is to be 
serviceable. It is therefore mere common sense to model a relief-map in 
these disproportionate dimensions. This is, however, legitimate only if 
the modeller takes care not to leave the prospective user under any 
misapprehension. He must make a declaration of the scale on which the 
heights and depths arc shown in his model, and of how this stands to the 
scale as it is in Nature; and he must display this schedule prominently 
enough for it to be impossible for a user to overlook it. 

In previous volumes of this book I have allowed myself the pioneer’s 
and relief-map modeller's licence, and I make no apology for this. If I 
had not done it, I should not have been able to find my own way, not to 
speak of giving myself a chance of providing guidance for anyone else. 
I do, however, plead guilty to not having signalled to my readers what I 
was doing. I was harSy conscious of this myself, since my mind was all 
the time intent, first and foremost, on bringing out the ^ient features 
in the vast landscape that I was trying to explore. I have paid the penalty 
of being censured, both in general and over particular points, for having 
tacitly made the features more salient in my model than they are in 
Nature. 

No doubt all thinking is a mental fission of a unitary Reality.' J. 
Romein recogni2es* that ‘every theory is simplifying and contracting’, 
and E. Fiess, in still wider terms, that ‘all discourse is in some sense a 
simplification’.’ But C. Trinkaus pronounces* that the simplifications in 
my formulae are too crude; and T. J. G. L.ocher likewise^ds’ that my 
presentation is too simple, one-sided, and subjective, and that I push 
my points too far. £. I. Watkin passes the same judgement^ with a 
philosopher’s discrimination. 

‘We believe that there are patterns in human history, and we are con¬ 
vinced that Professor Toynbee has discerned a pattern, a rhythm which 
does in fact exist, and has assigned many true causes at woik to produce 
it. But we also think that the complication of Actors in human history is 
so great that no pattern is repeated so regularly and is so clearly discernible 
as Professor Toynbee maintains. ... In many respects we prefer Mr 
Dawson’s simpler scheme.... That is not to say that we think Christopher 
Dawson’s scheme, or indeed any other, is to simply accepted in place 
of Arnold Toynbee’s. None is wholly false, none wholly true. All arc 
more or less partial views of a pattern more complex than any, but also, 
for that very reason, more imperfect.’ 

I will give some examples, noticed by my critics or by me or by both, 
of distinctions, contrasts, or turning-points that come out shaiper, in 
my presentation of them, than they are, perhaps, in reality. 

The primordial dichotomy is the distinction between consciousness 
and the subconscious level of the psyche. It is primordial because it is 

* See Chapter I, ad mit. * In Tavttbe* and History, P- M 7 - 

f Ibid., p. 378. * In Samet and Society, vol. xii, No. 1 (i94S)> PP* sie~39- 

* In rie Gi^j May, 1948, offprint, p. 15. 

s In The Tmet, lath August, 1939. 



146 STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS 

consciousness that generates our awareness of the phenomenal universe. 
It would seem, then, that the frontier of consciousness ought to be 
delineated firmly, but ‘firmly* is not, of course, the same thing as 
‘sharply*. The larder between consciousness and the unconscious or 
subconscious may be, in reality, more like a threshold {^en) than like 
a demarcation line (Umes). M. Savelle observes' that tne line between 
subconscious impul^ and purely intelligent choice or planning is not, 
in truth, a sharp one. M. R. Cohen notes* that we must not ignore 
either the unconscious or the states intermediate between unconscious¬ 
ness and consciousness. 

In applying the myth of challenge-and-response* I may sometimes 
have drawn too sharply the distinction between the two parties to the 
encounter. I have, though, taken accotmt of the truth that the parties 
are not necessarily in r^ity the separate individual personalities that 
they are represented as being when they are brought on to the stage as 
dramatis p^sonae in a mythological drama. I have cited* Saint Paul’s 
Epistle to the Romans, chapter vii, verses 24-25, as an example of the 
drama’s taking the form of an encounter between conflicting spiritual 
forces within a single soul. If we depersonaliae the word ‘encounter’ by 
calling it ‘dialectic^ interaction’,^ it is evident that this can take place 
between two or more entities of a number of different kinds. It seems, 
indeed, to be one of the fundamental rhythms of Reality as this presents 
itself to human minds. It is also, I believe, characteristic of the pattern 
of dialectical mteraction that it should be serial—one transaction leading 
on to another, and this to another again—and that, if and as the chain 
of dialectical interactions prolongs itself, there is a tendency for the 
held of action to be transferred from the outer to the inner world of the 
party responding to this succession of challenges.^ 

One of the types of encounter to which the myth of challenge-and- 
response applies is the interaction between Man and his environment, 
both human and non-human.’ M. Postan observes* that the notion of 
challenge-and-response 'might have enabled Professor Toynbee to 
proceed much fardier than the biologists and sociologists have so ^ done 
in abolishing the artiheial abstraction of the object from the environ¬ 
ment*. J. K. Feibleman remarks’ that I have discovered, in disctissing 
the geneses of civilizations, that 'human society is only for certain 
narrow purposes a valid isolate’, but that I then drop this discovery and 
try to explain all human af^rs from inside. 0 . H. K. Spate makes the 
same criticism with greater precision. ‘ “Environment taken by itself” is 
a meaningless phrase; without Man, environment does not exist.*'® 


In Tfu Pacific Histarical Rmao, vol. xxv. No. i (Februuy, 1956), pp. 55**67. 
M. R. Cohen: The Mtaiinf ^History, p. tsp. 

My uuge of this tenn is diseased ana explained on pp. 254-43. 

In i. 294. 

See pp. 43 and 641-^. 

See 111. 174-217. 

Thu is discuaaed fu^er in Chapter VIII, pp. 314-27. 


. PP- 3 . 

* In Th* Sodolamcal lUvicto, vol. xxviii (1936), p. 60. 

* In T^i'm ^na Monthly, vol. xi, Noe. i and 2 U940), p. 25. 

Tht Gcogr^hicai youmal, vol. cxviii. Part 4 (Dwem^, 1952), p. 419. The same 
point ia made in the Social Science Reseamh Coimcil’e Committee on Historiography's 
Report (1954), p. 119. ‘No product of Nature can be considered a natural resource until 
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There is a danger of setting up a false duality and so creating chidcen- 
and-egg questions of priority.* To3mbee and Ellsworth Huntington 
‘both fall into the fallacy that there is, or can be, such a thing as en¬ 
vironment “taken by itself”’.* ‘The facts of geography are the facts as 
they arc approached.... This world, without Man, is not environment, 
is not our world’*—and, in illustration of this point, Spate cites* the 
‘piscine geography’ so brilliantly and amusif^ly sketched by Rupert 
Brooke in a poem in which the key-note line is: ‘ “There shall be no more 
land” say fish.’ In reality, as Spate points out,* ‘environment’ always 
means ‘the environment of people «*, ‘and * is a variable, even if the 
environment is not’.* ‘The environment affects us through the idea 
formed of it.’’ 

Spate’s critique is penetrating and conclusive. It immediately calls to 
mind a ntimber of dramatic illustrations of its truth. For example, the 
nineteenth-century diplomatists’ idea of a desert w'as that it was a 
region of no economic or political value because it was incapable of 
supporting life. Accordingly, while they were prepared to haggle, and, 
in the last resort, to go to war, over a few square metres in Asace or 
Oregon, they amicably partitioned the Arabian Desert and the African 
Sahara by blithely drawing straight lines of enormous length across small- 
scale maps. In this cavalier way they disposed of the sovereignty over 
vast areas which, in the atlases of the day, were the ‘perfect and abso¬ 
lute blank’ commended as the ideal kind of map by the Bellman in 
Lewis Carroll’s The Hunting of the Snark. During the late-nineteenth- 
century partition of Africa between European states there was an 
occasion on which Lord Salisbury—under fire in the House of Commons 
at Westminster for having acquiesced in the annexation of startling 
numbers of African square kilometres by France—made the celebrated 
reply that most of this territory that he had let slip was ‘very light soil’. 
Some of it, however, was the soil under which the French oU-prospec- 
tors have recently discovered what they believe to be rich oil-bearing 
strata; and the time has long ago passed when diplomatists negotiating 
international frontiers in cither the Sahara or Arabia were carefree. The 
desert-girt Buraymi oasis is at this moment an object of acrimonious 
dispute between the governments of Sa'udi Arabia and Great Britain. 
The ‘idea formed’ of a desert has in fact been transformed—in regions in 
which deserts overlie an oil-bearing subsoil—by the late-ninctcenth- 
century discovery of the economic value of mineral oil and the twen¬ 
tieth-century development of techniques for tapping it at ever greater 
depths below surface-level. The Arabian desert is just as inhospitable 
to life today as it ever was, yet it has now become a key part of the 
environment of the peoples of Western Europe. Similarly, in the second 

Man wants it for his use and has techniques for exploitii^ it. Thus rich, swan^ land is 
not a naturd resource unless men can drain it and cultivate it; nor were coaf, gold, or 
uranium ore of an^r importance until Man worked them and had means of using them.' 

t Tht GtograpiMal yournaJ, vo\. ciu, p. ^19. 

> Ibid., p. 419. H. and M. Sprout a^ nuke the point that 'environment is a relatnre 
term, not an absolute one’ {AlaH’MiiUu ReUttionsftip in tht Context of Intamational 
PoHHa.p. 17). > Spite, loc. crt., p.4*9. 

♦ Ibid., p. 4t9, footnote 2. * lbid.,p. 41X. 

6 Ibid. ’ P- 4»3- 
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century B.C., the forest-clad Po Basin, which had been a wilderness for 
Gallic squatters in its glades, was transformed into a new Italy by 
Roman peasant pioneers who approached it with the toob and the will 
to cut down the trees and plough the fertile soil that the Romans* 
Gallic predecessors had never dreamed of dbputii^ with the native 
oakwoo^.' This Old-World tale has been repeated in North America 
within the last three centuries. The forests in which the pre-Columbian 
human fauna had been content to cultivate the glades, and the prairies 
on which they had been content to hunt the buf&o, have been brought 
under the plough by Roman-hearted West European invaders. In 
truth, ‘unto everyone that hath shall be given, and he shall have 
abundance; but from him that hath not shall be taken away even that 
which he hath*.* 

In reality, then, the distinction between a challenging environment 
and the people challenged by it b a fiction of mythology. ‘The facts are 
as approached.’* The environment is not just another name for its 
material constituents. It means these material constituents as they 
appear to human beings who have—or have not—the will and the means 
to master them. Evexything within a human being’s physical reach and 
mental range is part of that human being. Hb self b, in fact, potenti¬ 
ally coextensive with the Universe.^ If Man’s environment were really 
dbtingubhable as a separate entity from Man himself, Man’s mastery 
of hb environment—an achievement on which his existence depends— 
woiild never have been a possibility, any more than a human mind could 
apprehend phenomena, or God create the World, if there were really a 
great g\ilf fixed between the parties to these two other kinds of en¬ 
counter. Logically, then, I have been put in the wrong. To draw the 
vulgar dbtinedon between Man and hb environment b scientifically 
inadmbsible. I confess my sin, but must continue to commit it, and thb 
for the reason that compeb Spate himself to commit it in company 
with me. The reason is ^t, in the study of geography, as in all other 
kinds of thinking and creation, to tell the ab^Iute truth about Reality 
is to say the last possible word, and therefore to debar oneself from aU 
further research, dbcovery, and increase in understanding. Man and his 
environment are fictitious products of an unwarrantable mental fission 
of a monolithic Reality. Thb may be the truth, but the declaration of it 
puts a full stop to all further thinking about human affairs. In fact, the 
proof of Spate’s proposition b double-edged. Quod erat demonstrandum 
turn out also to be (piod est absurdum. The truth is that ‘segmentation b 
humanly inevitable, i.e. essential to sane observation’.* 

Five other dbtinctions that I have drawn too sharply—as I have now 
come to believe, on reconsideration—are those between leading minori¬ 
ties and the masses, between minorities that are creative and those that 
arc merely dominant, between creativity itself and uncrcativeness, 

< See Polybius: Hittoriae, Book II, chape. and 35. 

* Matt. XXV. 29. Cp. Matt. xiii. ta; Maik tv. 25; L^e vUi. t8; and Luke 26. 

> Spate in loc. cit., p. 4^3. 

* H. and M. Sprout point out, in Man-MiHtu Rtlatiimthip in th* Contat of Interna¬ 
tional Politia, p. 18, that a tingle hunun beiM it the ultimate ‘environed umt\ 

* M. R. Coben: The Meaning of Human natory, p, 107. 
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between inspiration and mimesis, and between originality and diffusion. 
These distinctions, too, are, 1 believe, indispensable instruments for 
mental operations with human affairs.* I also believe that they are valid 
as far as they go, but I admit to having sometimes pushed them farther 
than is legitimate.^ The differences between individuals in point of 
character and ability are evidently great enough to be a factor of capital 
impo^nce in the determination of the course of human affairs. But all 
magnitudes are relative; and I could not maintain with an y conviction, 
even if I wanted to, that the magnitude of these innate differences 
between individuals is so great as to require us to sort out mankind into 
what, in effect, would be two or more different species.’ I believe in the 
uniformity of human nature, as well as in the uniformity of Nature in 
general, and I hold this belief in two senses. I believe that the likenesses 
between the ‘finest’ and the ‘crudest* specimens of the genus homo — 
supposing that we can define what we mean by ‘fine’ and ‘crude’ in this 
context—are greater and more pertinent to the conduct of social rela¬ 
tions than are the differences between them. I also believe that these 
innate individual differences, such as they are, are distributed evenly, on 
the average, among all the so-called races into which mankind has been 
classified on the basis of physical criteria.^ It goes without sayii^ that 
they are distributed evenly as between the members of different social 
classes;’ as between the partakers in the different cultures; and as 
between the adherents of the different higher religions. I also admit that 

* E- F. J. Zfthn jud^ thst, in handling of 'creative tninoritiea', I have fallen into 
the error of'by^tatuinff an heuristic principle' (Toynbettaid das Problem dirGesekuhse, 
p. 38). C. Trinksus bolds that I take rehjge in 'the myth of creative peisonalicies’ and 
give 'no real aoalysu of social relations based on historical data’ (Smruo and Society, 
vol. xii, No. 1 (1948), pp. 3x8-39}. 

> C. Trinkaua makes a general indictment of the ahsiyness of my distinction between 
‘creative* and 'uncreative’ in loe. cit. H. Becker judges that I give too much prominence 
to individuals and to minoritka (The Annals of the American Aeadtrm ofPoUtteal Science. 
vol. 3X0 Guly, 1940), p. x6i). A. H. Hanson rejects my concept of'creative minorities’ 
in tote {Scienee and Society, No. X3 (1949), pp. xt8-35). Chr. Hill notes that the true 
creators are 'the inventors and artists whiw brains (th^ ruliztg class picks' (TVic Modem 
Quarterly, Autumn, 1947, p. 399). 

3 E. P. J. Zshn, commenting on Henri Bergson, Let Deux Sources de la Morale et de 
la Rehfion, p. 300, justly observes that there is dimorphism, in Bergson’s meanirtg of this 
word, m each of us: Le. each of us has something in him of the capaci^ to lead as well m 
of the capacity to follow (Zahn, op. cit., p. 38. fMtnote 62). I agne with R. Coulbom (in 
Phylon, 19^, reprint, pp. 35-36) that there it no sharp distinction between leaders and 
followers. <^lMm attributes to me (ibid., p. 57) 'the false premise that ordins^ men 
lack the power of creation’. I agree that this premise la ^Ise. I have never entertained it. 
But I may sometimes ^ve used language that made it look as if I did. Coulbom is 
justified in asking (ibid., p. 28) what I mean by saying that creative individuals 'are 
superhuman in a literal and no mere metaphorical sense’(iii. 333). Here I was echoing.— 
but, in the set, exaggerating—Bergson’s dictum that 'the apparition of each of these souls 
has been like the creation of a new species’ (Bergson, ch., pp. 96-97)—and this 
dictum is itself an exaggeration, at, on reconsideration, I now b^eve (see p. 568 of the 
present volume, footnote 3). I have thus closed myself to suspicions that 1 am a hscitt, 
though, of all current ideologies, fascism is the most odious to me, and I entirely agree 
with Coulbom (ibid., p. 58) in seeing, as the ideal, ‘the enaxinium freedom for the 
creative urge of all men and the strongmt unity of spirit between men'. Trinksus, for 
instance, ^da, in my theory of masa.tnimesis, ‘a disgi^ed theory of social domination’ 
(loc. cit.). P. Engel-Janoti, too, catches a fascist note in mv accentuation of the rote of 
nunoritiea {Wissenseneft und Weltbild, 3. Jahigaog, Heft 4 (October, 1949), p. 369). 

* This point is made by A. L. luoeber in The Nature CWAire, p. 43. and by 
W. Altree in ToystSee and History, p. 369. 

s R. Coulbom makes the perhaps rather obvious point that creativity is riot confined to 
people who happen to be at the top of the sodsl hierarchy {Toynbee and History, p. x8a). 



150 STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS 

no minority that has taken a lead has ever succeeded in doing this solely 
in virtue of its creativity and through the charm exerted by the attrac¬ 
tiveness of this. Even the least domineering leadership has never been 
able to dispense entirely 'with some element of force,* though it is also 
true that, conversely, even the most domineering leadership has never 
been able to maintain itself by force alone mthout some minimum 
degree of consent on the part of the governed. In previous volumes of 
this book I have, I think, underrated the effect of force in human 
affairs.^ I need not go into this point here, as I deal with it in another 
place in this volume.^ For the same reason, I also need not here go into 
my anthitheses between ‘inspiration’ and ‘mimesis’* and between 
originality and diffusion, except to mention, by anticipation, that both 
antitheses have been bridged by a middle term: A. L. Kroeber’s sug¬ 
gestive concept of ‘stimulus diffusion*. This, too, is dealt with in tlm 
volume in another place.* 

I have also drawn too sharp a dividing line between ‘civilizations’ and 
‘primitive societies’® and have confounded with each other, under the 
sweeping term ‘primitive’, different kinds of societies that have as good a 
claim as the civilizations have to be treated as distinct species.^ The 
development of human culture has, in fact, been a movement in which 
there iwve been more than just two steps. Civilization has been heralded 
in the Old World by a Neolithic type of culture, and in the Americas 
by a ‘Formative’ type, that were transitional between earlier types of 
culture and the civU^tion into which the Neolithic and the ‘Formative* 
culture respectively blossomed.® It might be judged—though such 
judgements arc inevitably subjective—that the cultural transformation 
through which the Neolithic and the ‘Formative’ culture came to be 
superseded by the culture that we call ‘civilization’ was less revolutionary 
than the previous transformation through which these transitional 
cultures themselves had emerged from the Palaeolithic. The sharpness 
of the transition from the Neolithic culture to the Old-World civiliza¬ 
tions of the first generation was mitigated by an intermediate culture, 
the Chalcolithic; and both the Old-World Neolithic culture and the 


< I heve b«cn criticized for underrating the role of force in leaderahip by' 
le Historisehe Zeituhrift, Band 174 (^1952), pp. 369-86, and by M. Wat 


' G. Masur in 

the Historisehe Zeitsdtrih, Band 174 (1952), pp. 269-86, and by M. Watnick in The 
Antioeh Reviev), No. 7 (winter, x^T-o), pp. <87-^2. 

> A. H. Hanson submita that violaxce Iim been coeval with civilization (ScUnee and 
Society, No. 13 (1949), PP. 118-3 


ociep'. No. 13 (1949), Pp. 118-35). 

* See the Annex to Chapter II, pp. 613-15. 

* O. Handlin rejects this antitbesia (in Tho Partisan Rgtneto, July-Auzust, 


- . *947. 

3 1. 371-9); and R. Coulbom makes the point that it ia an unreal one {Toynbee and 
istory, pp. 152-3). ‘The whole art of moral education', be justly remarks, *is to inspire 
and dml aimuhaoeously.’ We are aU, all the time, aeekins examples and at the same tune 
serving u examples to other people (Coulbom in Phylon, 1940, offprint, pp. 21-30). 
My comment on this ia that two different activitiea are not proved to be one and the 
same as a result of its being shown that they are carried on aide by aide. 

* See : The Dynamia of World History, pp. 423-4, and Toynbee and 

History, p. 137; A. L. Kroeber in The American Anthro^logist, vol. 53, No. 3 (April- 
June, 1951), pp. 279-83; C. Tiinkaua in Science and Society, vol. xii, No. i, p. 338. 

t I agree with P. Bagby (Culture and History, p. 159) that the dutinedon between 
'civilized' and 'primidve' now clarifying. J. K. Peibleman justly cridcizes me (in T'ien 
Hsia Monthly, vol. xi. Nos. 1-2 (1940), p. 24) for havii^ ignored the poaaibiitty that 
there may have been an intermediate stage bemeen primitive aociedes and civilizadona. 
* See Chapter IX, pp. 327-43. 
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American ‘Formative* culture were certainly more akin to the civilization 
by which they were followed than either of them was to the Early 
Palaeolithic Ciilture.* At this point again, however, the transition was 
not sharp. Between the Early Palaeolithic and the Neolithic culture 
there were at least two intermediate types: the Late Palaeolithic and the 
Mesolithic; in the Americas the Old-World Mesolithic culture has a 
counterpart in the ‘Archaic’ culture and at this stage the pace of cultural 
change—^measured in terms of the average time-span of a single human 
generation—was immensely slower than it was at the stage in which the 
Neolithic culture was turning, through the Chalcolitlnc, into civilization.^ 

Measured in terms of this standard unit of the generation, the pace of 
cultural change has, in fact, been accelerating—and this at an accelerat¬ 
ing rate of acceleration—since the earliest stage of human history so 
far known to us from disinterred relics of Man and his artefacts. In our 
generation the rate of acceleration has been keyed up to an unprece¬ 
dented pitch; and we are having to face the questions whether there may 
not be a limit to the amount of cultural change to which human nature 
can adapt itself within a single lifetime, and whether we may not be 
approaching this limit or perhaps exceeding it. 

In the past the impact of cultural change has been softened by a 
persistent survival of the old, side by side with the new. Each successive 
new type of cultuie has been embraced whole-heartedly and thoroughly 
by no more than a minority, and, even within this minority, ancient 
cultural habits have held their own. Htmting, for instance, which was 
one of Palaeolithic Man’s two staple ways of winning his livelihood, has 
survived into the age of civilization as a highly appreciated form of 
‘sport’; and in the form of fishing, which has proved to be its most 
efficient and least rapidly exhaustible form, hunting has remained a 
staple part of Man’s economy. Even now we are only just beginning to 
replace hunting in the sea by the method of deliberate cultivation that 
we have been rollowii^ on the land since the Old-World Neolithic and 
the American ‘Formative’ age.* 

In more general terms it may be said, with truth, that, although 
all but a tiny fraction of mankind is to be found today within the 
ambit of one or other of the living civilizations, the so-called ‘dead’ 
civilizations still survive in the legacies that they have bequeathed to the 
living civilizations and in the ‘renaissances’ that they have evoked in the 

* A. R. Bum points out that ‘there ia no case on record of what we may Mrhapa call 
truly primitive aocietiea. that ia pure “food-aatherera”, being aueceaanilly brought 
within the orbit of a civilization, whereas so-called primitive peoplca who have paased 
through the agricultural revolution often heve ao been. Food-gathererv 6nd the strain of 
tuch torcible integration into an alien society too grea^ and die out, like the West 
Indian islanders and most of the North American Indiana; while African ilavM are 
succeaafully—from the invaders’ point of view—introduced to replace them’ {Hittory, 
February-Octolw, 1056, pp. 7-S). Bum cites other pertinent examples. 

a According to Wufcy'a and Phillips’, aa opposed to Spindea’a, usage of the term 
’Archaic’ (see pp. 540-33* * further Chapter IX, pp. 3x7743* 

* Examples of this aubatitucion of cultivation for hunting are the inautution of 
hatcheries for fish, the laying-down of oyster-beds, and, in Japan, the cultivation of both 
oysters and edible seaweed on the grand scale on rafts moored in the sea in aheittred 
inlets. 'This Japanese pioneering enterprise in cultivating the sea may perhaps fore¬ 
shadow what may become Man’s ntain source of food if the planet’s total human popula¬ 
tion ever reaches the numbers that have been forecast. 
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histories of these.* More than that, the Neolithic culture of the Old 
World and the ‘Formative’ culture of the Americas still survive in the 
living civilizations or—it might be more accurate to say—under their 
surface.* Something between tw'o-thirds and three-quarters of the 
living generation of mankind is accounted for by a peasantry that is still 
in the Neolithic state of mind and is virtually still leading the Neolithic 
way of life,* notwithstanding the fact that Aey have long since learnt 
to use some of the metal took and other pieces of Post-Neolithic equip- 
ment.that have been invented in the nurseries of civilization within the 
last five or six thousand years.^ Again, it may be said, with truth, that, 
though all but a tiny fraction of the living generation of mankind is to be 
foimd today within the ambit of one or other of the higher religions, 
even the minority that is not still living virtually in the Neolithic or 
‘Formative’ age is virtually still living in the age of civilization as it was 
before the higher religions made their appearance. The higher religions 
have suffered many backslidings in their attempts to shake themselves 
free from the lower religions out of which they have sprung, and, in 
relapsing to this lower level, they have relapsed into being integral 
parts of societies that are not exclusively, or even primarily, of a religious 
nature.* The effect produced on the majority of mankind by the higher 
religions, during the two and a half millennia of their existence up to 
date, has perhaps been still slighter than the effect of the civilizations 
during their five millennia.* 

All the same, the influence of the civilizations and the higher religions 
has made up to some extent for its superficiality up to date by the speed 
and range of its diffusion. This point is illustrated by the very wide¬ 
spread present use of metal tools among a peasantry that is otherwise 
still Neolithic. Since a very early stage in the successive rises of civili¬ 
zation and higher religion, each of these two ways of life has made an 
impact on aU survivir^ earlier ways, and has influenced all of them in 
some degree, without yet having completely put any of them out of 

* P. A. Sorokin makes the point that many element! of civilizationa that are custom¬ 
arily written off as being «iead are, in truth, alive today {Toytibtt and History, p. 1S4). 

* This point is diacuued &rther in the Annex to Chapter II, pp. 602-4. It u made in 
general terms by R. Coulbom in Pkyton, 1940, offprint, p. J3. In the particular case 
of the province of the Middle American CinlizatioQ it is debated by S. F. de 
Borhegyi in Amtrican Antiqtd^, vol. xxi. No. 4 (1956), pp. 343-S*» vtd by G. R. Wtlley 
in Tho Amtrican AnthroMogisU voL 58^ No. 5 cO^Mr, 1956), pp. 777-82. 

) This point is made by C. S. Coon in Tht Hirtory of faan, p. 151. 

* L. Mumford criticizea me for ignoring the primitive elements that survive in the 
living civilizatiooa {Dioftntt, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), p. 14). 

s See pp. 85-97. Thm is this much justmeation in R. Coulbom’s charge that I have 
drawn too aha^ a line between ‘higher religions’ and others (Toynbtt end History, 
pp. 155-6). It is true that in religion, as in ererythit^ else, the dutinctioos drawn by 
human minds are necessities of me process of thinking which misrepresent, to some 
exunt, the Reality that we are trying to apprehend. In reality then are gradations and 
interpmetration^ not sharp dividing Unea or dean cuts. All the same, the epiphany of the 
higher religions is. I should say, the moat outstanding event in recorded human history 
up to date; and, if I am right u> holding thia controveirial opinion, then the distinedon 
that I have drawn between '^ber’ ana ‘lower’ religions will be a closer approximadon 
to Reality than a view of religion in which different levels or species of it are not dis- 
dnguiahed. 

* Chr. Dawson justifiably ^uesdona a suggestion of mine that the rise of the higher 
reliant might lead to the avilizations withering away (Toynbtt astd History, p. x^3). 
R. L. Shinn asks whether a church can really take the place of the dvilixadoni (Christi¬ 
anity end tht PrfMtm of History, p. 233). 
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action. Human culture is, in fact, now stratified, like the surface of the 
planet on which it subsists, in a heap of layers that still remain distinct 
enough from each other to provide a decipherable record of a series of 
passages of history. It has still to be seen whether our current ‘post¬ 
modern’ civilization, with its unprecedented penetrative power, will be 
able to perform the unprecedented feat of fiuii^ all the diverse strata 
of society into a single homogeneous social magma with the consistency, 
and perhaps the savour, of processed cheese. Meanwhile, it is evident 
that the different strata of culture have not only been more numerous 
than I have allowed for, but have also been less sharply divided. They 
have coexisted with each other, and there has already ^en much mutual 
interpenetration. My over-simplified antithesis between just one age 
of primitive culture and just one succeeding age of civilization has to be 
corrected accordingly. 

I have also been criticized for having exaggerated the sharpness of the 
demarcation between one civilization or higher religion and another. 
Here, I think, it is my critics who are in error. They have mistaken an 
operational procedure of mine for a definitive account of my view of 
Reality, and they have fallen into this error in spite of my having, in this 
case, certainly made it clear what I was doing. In introducing my notion 
of a civilization as being ‘an intelligible field of study*, and in illustrating 
this idea by taking the Hellenic example of a civilization as my working 
‘model’, I took note, at the very beginning of this book, of the relativity 
of the separateness, in reality, of any unit that one might pick out. I 
noted, for instance, at this early stage, that the Hellenic and the Western 
civilizations w*ere related to each other by a link which I labelled 
‘apparentation-and-affiilation’. I noted that the Christian Church had 
played something like the role of a chrysalis in the transition from the 
disintegration of the Hellenic Society to the genesis of the Western. 
I noted that Christianity itself had arisen out of an encounter between 
two civilizations, the Hellenic and the Syriac. I noted that, in modern 
times, the Western Civilization had had encounters with almost every 
other living civilization and pre-civilizational culture. I gave a plan of 
the whole book in which I showed that I did not intend to confine 
myself to a comparative study of civilizations in which I should be 
treating these, provisionally, not only as if they were so many specimens 
of their species, but also as if each specimen were entirely self-contained 
and therefore entirely intelligible if studied by itself. I announced my 
intention of going on to study the contacts between civilizations—both 
those between contemporaries and those between non-contemporaries 
that arc commonly described as being renaissances of a ‘dead’ civiliza¬ 
tion in the course of the history of a living one. And I did eventually 
carry out this intention in volumes vLii and ix. It is true that some of the 
charges against me, on the ground that I had treated civilizations as closed 
systems, were made in reviews of the first two batches of volumes. But 
in each batch the plan of the whole book was printed and displayed 
conspicuously, and this ought, I think, to have led the critics to suspend 
judgement on this point, pending the publication of the promised di^us- 
sion of ‘contacts’. On this point, therefore, I feel no conviction of sin. 
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I have also been criticized—in this case, rightly, I think—for having 
painted in too strong colours the contrast between the state of a civiliza¬ 
tion in its growth stage and its state after it has broken down, if it 
happens to be one of the civilizations that have come to grief. £. I. 
Watkin’ and C. Trinkaus* contend that I distinguish these two stages 
from each other too sharply, and P. A. Sorokin^ that my ‘uniformities of 
growth and decline... are lai^Iy fantastic and are not borne out by the 
facts*. A- R. Burn contends^ tiut ‘there is no real distinction between’ my 
“ ‘growing” and "broken-down” civilizations in point of brutality or "radia¬ 
tion by charm”*. He illustrates this contention from Hellenic history. 

The seventh and sixth centuries, the period of the most rapid growth 
of Greek culture, are known in political history as the "Age of the 
iVrants”: a period of violent, often bloody, and at times atrocious class- 
conBict and revolution, affecting precisely those cities which took the 
most active part in the transformation of Greek society, and in the 
efflorescence of a new art.** 

Richard Pares, too, contends^ that periods of growth are not, in fact, 
periods of harmony; and other critics have made the same |>oint with 
regard to particular features in my picture. 

W. Altrcc observes,^ with regard to Sinic history, that the spirit of 
the Sinic Civilization was militaristic and aggressive throughout the 
Sbang and Chou periods, and that the intensification of warfare in and 
after the seventh century b.C. was due, not to any spiritual change from 
bad to worse, but to an increase in the means of making war and in the 
prizes to be won by it (the introduction of iron tools, draft animals, 
irrigation, and manure strengthened the economic sinews of war by 
increasing productivity and so providing a larger surplus, beyond the 
requirements of bare subsistence, for expenditure on war, while the 
growth of cities created a market economy which, in its turn, accumu¬ 
lated stores of grain large enough to be worth raiding). M. Watnick 
contends^ that creative and uncreative minorities are not confined 
respectively to periods of social growth and periods of social disintegra¬ 
tion in the senses in which I use these terms. J. K. Feibleman remarks^ 
that the social maladies, and the attempted remedies for them, that I 
depict, are not confined to periods of social disintegration. O. Handlin 
m^es the same point, with regard, in particular, to archaism and 
futurism.A. H. Hanson makes the point that disturbances, unrest, 
and revolutions are normal elements in the process of history at all 
times." P. A. Sorokin," R. H. S. Crossman," and A. R. Bum"point out 

> In Th 4 Tohltt. i2th Augus , 1939. 

* In Seunct «iu Soeitty, vol. si, No. 1 (1948), pp. 2x8-39. 

3 In Toytib*e md Huioty, p, 185. 

* In Hittory, Febniary-petober, X956, p. 5. s Ibid. 

6 In Th 4 EngUA Historical Revtno, vol. bexi, No. 279 (April, X95S), p. 239. 

7 In Toytibn and Hist^, pp. 257^. 

I In Tht Antioeh Rexdm, 5 lo. 7 (Winter, 1947-8), pp. 587-602. 

* In T’Un Htia Monthly, vol. xi, Noe. 1 and 2 (1940), p. 29. 

O. Haodlin in Th$ Partuan Rgxnou, July-August, 1947, pp. 371 *9. 

A. H. Hanaon in Sdortco and Sociaty, No. is'itpM), Pp. 1x8^5. 

** laTo^htt and History ,*3 In TnaNne^raXAtmaR, 8th March, 1947. 

14 In Butory, February^etober, 1956, p. 4. 
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that barbarians have not been assimilated peacefully by expanding 
civilizations when these were in their growth-stage—for instance, not 
by the Hellenic Civilization before 431 B.c. Barbarians have always 
resisted attempts to subjugate or expropriate them, in whatever state the 
^ressive civdization may happen to have found itself at the time. This 
is true, and Bum is right in saying* that 

‘the hostility of the barbarian west towards Greek expansion, even while 
it continues to import and to be stimulated by Gre^ works of art, cul¬ 
minates in the "barbarian reaction” of the sixh century, in which mem¬ 
bers of every unconquered people wdth which the Greeks wrere in contact 
take part, as allies or hired warriors, in the concerted efforts of Carthage 
and the Etruscans to halt the Greek colonists .. . and to expel them.’ 

Burn here puts his finger on a distinction that I have missed, though 
it is essential for a proper presentation of the point that 1 have been 
trying to make about the difference in the attitude of the barbarians 
towards a neighbour civilization in different phases of this civilization’s 
history. The point is that people feel and act differently on the cultural 
and on the political plane. The common experience of sharing, or 
appreciating, the same culture does not deter different politi(^ com¬ 
munities from fighting each other, and, conversely, fighting each other 
does not deter ^em from sharing, or appreciating, &e same culture. 
Englishmen who were fighting Germans in the First and the Second 
World War did not lose their love of German music or cease to think of 
it as being their music; and Germans who were fighting Englishmen in 
the same wars did not lose their love of Shakespeare’s plays or cease to 
think of these as being thetrs. Similarly, the barbarians who resisted 
Greek aggression by force of arms in the ‘growth-stage’ of the Hellenic 
Civilization continued, as Bum testifies, to feel the attraction of the 
civilization and therefore went on Hellenizing themselves voluntarily. 
On the eve of Hellenism’s fifth-century catastrophe, Ducetius, the 
Sicel patriot who had led his Sicilian fellow barbarians’ last forlorn hope 
in their struggle to throw off the yoke of the aggressive colonial Greek 
city-state Syracuse, went into exile at Corinth, Syracuse’s mother city 
in Continental Greece, and eventually returned to Sicily in order to 
found in his own country a city-state on the Hellenic pattern. 

Other barbarians fought the Hellenes, as Ducetius fought them, from 
beginning to end of the long history of the Hellenic World’s relations 
with its barbarian neighbours; but the Hellenic Civilization did not 
captivate all barbarian leaders of resistance movements in all chapters of 
the story, as, in the earlier chapters, it had captivated Ducetius and his 
predecessors. There came a time when barbarians became unwilling to 
receive the Hellenic Civilization without giving it a distinguishing twist 
of their own, or even unwilling to receive it at all. This change in the 
barbarians’ attitude towards Hellenism is, I believe, a verifiable historical 
event, and an important one. I also believe that it was due, not to a 
change in the barbarians’ own spirit, but to a change in the character of 


> Ibid. 
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the Hellenic Civilization with which they were in contact. This change 
was, in fact, the change for the worse t^t I have sought to indicate in 
coining my terms 'growth* and 'disintegration’. On the level of feeling, 
the difference in the state of things before and after this change has been 
well put by D. B. Richardson.* Participants in a growing civilization 
feel, he notes, an 'exultation*, based on their religious sense, which may 
be described as 'exaltation*. On the other hand, there is an absence of 
exultation among participants in a civilization that is in decline. 

Besides being criticized for having drawn a distinction between 
‘growth-periods’ and ‘disintegration-periods’, or at any rate for having 
painted the contrast between the two in excessively strong colours, I 
have been criticized for trying to determine too precisely the moment at 
which the change that I ^1 the ‘breakdown’ of a civili^tion occurred. 
In general, Pieter Geyl, for example, finds the sharpness of my demarca¬ 
tions between different phases of history unconvincing.* In particular, 
I have been criticized—for example by H. Michell,* P. A. Sorokin,* W. 
den Boer,* J. F. Leddy,® M. S. Bates,’ D. M. Robinson,® and A. R. 
Bum’—for having picked out the year 431 b.c. (the date of the outbreak 
of the Great Atlwno-Peloponnesian War) as a moment at which the 
Hellenic Civilization brought upon itself a 'breakdown* from which it 
never succeeded in recovering. I have come across only one reviewer 
(J. V<^)*’ who has endorsed this date of mine, and he has endorsed it 
only after much hesitation. 

Are 'epoch-making* events realities, or are they figments of the 
imagination? I do not know what has been the experience of other 
people, now alive, who were grown-up at the time of the outbreak of 
the First World War in August 1914. For me that moment has been 
'epoch-making* ever since. My lifetime, viewed in retrospect, is still 
divided into a ‘pre-1914’ and a ‘post-1914* period as sharply as the 
traditional Western scheme of chronology divides all history into ‘b.c.* 
and *A.D.’ At the moment of the outbreak, in 1914, of a great and evident¬ 
ly fateful war in the society into which I happened to have been bom, I 
felt myself suddenly understanding what (it seemed to me) Thucydides 
must have felt at the moment of me outbreak of war in his society in 
431 B.c. Leddy suggests** that I have been too much impressed by 
Thucydides* point of view and that this is what has led me to make too 
much of the date 431 B.c. —as, in Leddy’s opinion, I have done. Actually, 
it was my own experience in a.d. 1914 that made me appreciate what 
Thucydides had felt in 431 B.c., and made me endorse Thucydides’ 
view of the importance of Ac great war whose history he resolved, Acre 
and then, to write. Whatever may be Ae verdict of posterity on Ae 
historical importance or unimportance of Ae year a.d. 1914 in Western 

> In Tht Thotmt, vol. zx, No. » CApriJ, 1957), pp. 1S9-70. 

* In P. Gejrl, A. Toynbee, and P. A. Senroem: 7 Ae PatUm tht Past: Can Wt 

DtUrmint IH, pp. 73-74. 3 In Tt^bee and History, p. 83. 

< Ibid., p. 194. t Ibid., p. 240. 

* In The Phoamx, vol. zx. No. 4 (zps?), p. Z49. 

1 In Christianity and Crisis, vol. 15, No. 4 (azst March, zpss), pp. 27-30 and 32. 

I In Tht JnUnt of Toynbtt's History: A Co^traiiot Ap^aital. 

« In History, Febniary-October, 1956, pp. 4-5. 

>• In Sateidum, No. a (1955). >• In loc. dt., p. 149. 
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history, I remain convinced, on reconsideration, that the verdict of 
history has already justified—and this conclusively—Thucydides’ judge¬ 
ment of the importance of what happened to the Hellenic Civilization 
in the year 431 b.c. Moreover, 431 B.a and a.d. 1914 are far from being 
the only dates that have been singled out by contemporaries and by 
posterity as being ‘epoch-making’, ^exander's passage of the Hellespont, 
the nativity of Jesus, the hijr^ of Muhammad, the first landfall of 
Columbus in the Americas, and the landfall of the Mayfiower are a few 
of the more celebrated cases in point. 

The criticism of my practice of singling out a definite date to mark the 
‘epoch-making’ event of the ‘breakdown’ of a civilization has also been 
put in more general terms. Richard Pares castigates* my ‘habit of 
pi nnin g a long and complicated process to one or two salient events in 
order to dramatise it’. A. H. Hanson also objects* to my treating long 
rhains of events as being consequences of particular decisions taken by 
particular individuals at particular moments. It is, for instance, an 
inadmissible simplification, Hanson considers, to trace back to some¬ 
thing done by Pope Gregory VII in the year 1075 the character of all 
subsequent Western history. 

‘If one is prepared [he sums up] to reduce the complexity and variety of 
history to such a single cause-and-effect stream, any important decision 
be made into the “first cause’’ of a whole series of events, within the 
category to which it applies.’ 

In a similar vein Sir Ernest Barker asks^ whether the West can r^ly 
have been on the wrong track, as I suggest that it may have been, since 
the time of the Emperor Frederick 11 Hohenstaufen. J. F. I^ddy pro- 
nounocs* that it is fantastic to suppose that events in the time of the 
Roman Empire could have been determined by things that had hap¬ 
pened hundreds of years earlier. E. Dyason comments* that, when one is 
called upon to regard, as the catise of the ‘breakdown’ of dviliMtion in 
Egypt, events that occurred 1,700 years before its final dissolution, it is 
difficult to give tht weight which Toynbee gives to their evidence. 
Philip Bagby enunciates* a general law’ of historical causation to Ae 
effect that a cause must be proximate as well as adequate, and, like 
Lcddy, he finds in this a ground for questioning my view that what 
happened in the Hellenic World in 431 B.c. exercised a continuing effect 
on the whole subsequent course of Hellenic history. 

Bagby’s law would seem to be difficult either to validate or to 
apply because of the intrinsic relativity of the key word ‘proximate’. Its 
meaning depends entirely on the chronological horizon that we happen 
to choose, and we have a choice between any number of alternatives: 
there is no criterion for deciding that any one of these is the proper 
horizon, and that the others are inadmissible. If we take for our horizon 

* In Th* Englith Hittoricel Rnine, vol. Ixxi, No. 279 (April, 1956). P- 

» In Sdgrut and Sccuty, No. 13 U949). PP- **8-35. 

s In Toynbe* and History, pp. loe, lox. 

4 In The Phoenix, vol. 11, No. 4 (*957), P- »4S- 

s In The Australian Outlook, Mtrch, 1949. P- 59- 

♦ In Toyn^ and History, p. 107. 
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the beginning of the Modern Age of Western history, then only those 
events will be proximate that have been remembered and recounted to 
us by our grandparents, and this will limit the maximum run of his¬ 
torical causation to something like one hundred years. If we take the rise 
of the earliest civilizations some five thousand years ago, then any event 
since the emergence of the Western Civilization, some twelve hundred 
years ago, will be proximate for Westerners of the present generation. If 
we tiu^ in terms of the estimated age of life on Earth, then any event 
in human history since the first appearance of homo sapiens will be 
proximate. If we think in terms of the age, up to date, of this galaxy, 
then any event in the history of this planet ^1 be proximate in this 
astronomical context. Eadi of these usages of the word ‘proximate’ is as 
legitimate as every other, because each of them depends directly on a 
particular choice of the time-span that is to be taken as our standard of 
measurement; and the choice is arbitrary because it is completely free. 
If, for the particular purpose of studying human afiPairs, we decide to 
choose for our standard one of the shorter time-spans—say, the age-of- 
dvilization span or the age-of-mankind span—^we shall get more 
closely to grips with Reality if we drop the inconclusive word ‘proxi¬ 
mate’ and think of the time-factor in human relations in terms of an 
indefinite number of different definite time-scales, each governing some 
particular kind of relation at some particular level. 

‘In a civilization there are definite time-lags involved in the communica¬ 
tion of knowledge and emotions between the thousands or millions of in¬ 
dividual persons belonging to the conrunonwealth.... There are dialectics 
of ideas or concepts that ravel or unravel themselves in years, decades, 
and centuries. All these various time-lags are rather independent of the 
reason and the free will of Man.’* 

The Buddha’s concepts and precepts, for example, are still actively 
communicating themselves to millions of His fellow human beings 
today, two and a half millennia after the date of His Enlightenment. 
What is more, the influence of every one of the forgotten human beings 
who have ever lived is still affecting everyone in the living generation to 
some infinitesimal degree. 

2 . THE UNAVOIDABLENESS OF COMPARATIVE STUDY BY 
MEANS OF MODELS 

However, the problem of the nature and range of historical causation 
(if causation is the right word here) is not, I believe, the main question 
at issue between my critics and me in our debate about whether it is 
legitimate to draw sharp lines and to lay on strong colours when one is 
attempting to give a panoramic exposition of human affairs. The main 
question is whether one is justified in attributing to particular events a 
significance for the imderstanding of the course of events as a whole. 
Pares suggests, in a passage quoted above, that I pick my particular 
events out because they are ‘salient’, and that I do this in order to 
> D. B. Richjtfdsoo in 77 w Thottmt, vol. xx, No. a (April, 1957), p. 183. 
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‘dramatise’ a long and complicated process. I myself would maintain 
that I pick them out, not because Aey arc salient, but because they 
seem to me to be illuminating, and that my objective, when I use this 
device, is explanation, not dramatization. My ‘key’ events, dates, 
periods, plots, and processes serve me as symlx>ls: that is, as landmarks 
which, like a pioneer’s blazes on tree-trunlu, have a meaning that points 
to objects beyond themselves. These objects may be distant; a single 
blaze may guide a traveller who takes note of it to some spring, ford, 
pass, or shelter many days’ march away. The token docs not, of course, 
exhaust the meaning of the thing betokened by it; but, if it is well 
chosen, it will work as a key to turn a lock and thereby open a door. 

An example of this intellectual operation is my use of the three- 
masted square-rigged sailing-ship as a symbol of the Western Civi¬ 
lization in its modern age (circa a.d. 1475-1875). John Strachey* has 
objected that the invention of this new type of ship in the West in 
the fifteenth century is only one among the factors which account for 
the West’s acquisition, in this age, of an ascendancy over the rest of the 
World. He points out that the relation between these many various 
factors was intricate, and that to ascribe the whole result to the inven¬ 
tion of the ‘ship’ would be to give a misleadingly simplified account of 
a process that was really very complicated. I should have been guilty of 
this error if I had sought to present the ‘ship’ as being the sole and 
whole cause of the West’s rise, in the modem age, to a position of world¬ 
wide hegemony. My intention, however, was not that. For me the ‘ship’ 
is not so much a cause as a symbol—the most illuminating one within 
my knowledge—of the new spirit which made the West’s modern 
triumphal progress possible. 

Of course, this new spirit also manifested itself in a thousand other 
outward and visible signs, and some of these, too, could be used, and 
have been used, as symbols of it. It is in the nature of a s3rnibol that it 
has no monopoly. It has none because it is not identical or coextensive 
with the object that it symbolizes. If it were this, it would be, not a 
s^bol of the thing, but the thing itself. A critic is falling into an error 
if he supposes that a symbol is intended to be a reproduction of the 
thing that it is really intended, not to reproduce, but to illuminate. His 
shafts fly wide of the mark if they are launched under this misapprehen¬ 
sion. The test by which a symbol stands or falls is not whether it does 
or does not faithfully reproduce the object to which it points; the test is 
whether it throws light on that object or obscures our understanding of 
it. The effective symbol is the illuminating one, and effective symbols are 
an indispensable part of our intellectual apparatus. This is the meaning 
of the at first sight paradoxical dictum that, in order to grasp the real 
context, we have to construct an tmreal one.* Of course, the constructor 
of a symbol does not introduce unreality into it out of perversity. In so 
far as a symbol does depart from Reality, it falls into danger of defeating 
its constructor’s purpose by becoming misleading. In my attempts to 
coitstruct symbols in this b^k, I am sure to have made errors of this 

t In unpubli»hed correspondence. 

* Mix Weber, cited by J. Romein in Toytibt* and History, p. 347. 
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kind. Some of these have, in fact, been pointed out by my critics. Having 
to make a symbol unreal at the risk of making it mislead^g is one of the 
awkward necessities of thought. It is necessary because, if a symbol is not 
simplified and sharpened to a degree that reduces it to something like a 
sketch-map of the piece of Reality on which it is modelled, it not 
work as an instrument for intellectual action. 

When a symbol is used as an instrument it becomes a 'model', in the 
sense in which this word has come to be used apropos of scientific 
investigation. 

' Men think in terms of models. We may think of our thought as consisting 
of symbols which are put in relations or sequences accordmg to operating 
rules. Together, a set of symbols and a set of zules may constitute what we 
call a calculus, a logic, a game, or a model. It will have some structure, i.e. 
some pattern of dtatribution of relative discontinuities, and some "laws" 
of operation.’* 

Whether a model resembles anything in the outside world can be dis¬ 
covered only by verification.* When we verify a model by testing how 
far it does or does not correspond to the phenomena, this is, of course, 
not an end in itself but only a means to an end. Our ulterior purpose is 
not to learn whether the model is or is not valid; it is to get new insight 
into the structure and nature of Reality by applying a model that is 
valid and is therefore an effective tool. How far the model is or is not 
valid is not a matter of any intrinsic interest in itself. As Bagby puts 

it.’ 

Tt seems best to look on models as a heuristic device rather than as the 
goal of our studies. In so far as the models appear to be valid, we might 
look on them, not indeed as a description of the events, but as a description 
of the incerreUtionships of certain Actors present in the events. A full 
understanding of the events would involve the elucidation of all the other 
factors present, fiictors which we may not be able to identify.’ 

In this a)ntext B^by suggests that it might be useful to set up a model 
for the development of a major civilization. This is what I have done in 
previous volumes of this book, though I have done it without being 
altogether conscious of what I have been doing, and indeed without 
knowing, until recently, the current term of art for this intellectual 
operation. I have constructed my model from the pattern of Hellenic 
history and the pattern of its relations with the histories of Christianity 
and of the Western Civilization, as these patterns present themselves to 
me. The extensiveness of my use of this model has been noted by a 
number of my critics.^ A majority of them, in noting this, have pro- 

* K. W. Deutsch in Phihtophy 0/ Sdenee, vd. 18, No. 3 Guly, p. 230. 

* Ibid. f P. Bt^y: Cu/tm ana ffisiory, p. 2oz. 

4 For instance, R. T. Clark in TTu NhieuaitA Ctntwy and AfUr ^ovemb^, iMx); 
A. J. P. Taylor in Toynhae and History, p. 115; K. W. Thompson, ibid., p. 215; W. den 
Bo«, ibid., p. 236; Granville Hicks, quoted by E. Fiess, ibid., P- 3 ^ CHieks, as here 
quot^, speaks of my Hellenic 'pandjfm*); j. K. Fcibleman in ‘Titn Hsia MontUy, 
vol. xi. Nos. I and a (i94(0, p. 20; C. Trinkaus in Scienc* and SoeUtv, vol. xii. No. i 
(19^), pp. 324 and 237; K. D. Erdmann in Archivfikr KuhurguchiuU, xxxiii. Band, 
Hett 3 (1951), p. 191 • Paul M. Sweezy in Tht Nation, zpth October, 1946; J. A. Tor- 
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Rounced that I have worked this model to death or have made of it a 
bed of Procrustes into which I have fitted the histories of other civUiza> 
tions by doing violence to them.* These criticisms would have led me to 
reconsider my use of this model, even if I had not felt myself moved to do 
so spontaneously. I am going to do thb in the present chapter; but first 
I must explain why I believe that a model, or a set of models, is an 
indispensable instrument for anyone who is trying to organize a com¬ 
prehensive study of human affairs.* 

In setting out on this lai^e enterprise the explorer can find guidance 
for the first stage of his course in a pair of instructions. He must recog¬ 
nize the truths that, since he is a human being, his standpoint will be a 
relative one and his attitude a self-centred one, and he must take account 
of these two truths in his policy for action. He must accept the limitations 
of relativity by starting operations, consciously and deUbcrately, from 
his own time and place. He must reject the limitations of self-centred¬ 
ness by seeing to it that he does not end up at the point from which he 
has started. One’s own time and place are dearly not the culmination of 
all history. 

I have tried to follow this pair of instructions in my own work. I am 
a Westerner bom in A.D. 1889, so I took as my starting-point the recent 
Western practice of making all human history culminate in the Western 
inquirer’s own country in his own time. If I had been an Englishman of 
an earlier generation—a contemporary of the Venerable Bede’s or even 

modtcn and G. C. Waibers >n Samtidtn, rol. h«fte xa (Oslo 1949), pp. 6x7-60; 
H. Frankfort tn The Birth oj OvUisation ai the Near East, pp. ai-aa and 20-27; w. H. 
McNeill in The Intent of Toyfd)ee's History: A Cooperative Appraisal-, the Rev. E. R. 
Hardy Jr., ibid. 

As Erdmann puts it, ‘the Hellenic Civilisation is', in my vision, 'r>ot an exemplar, but 
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of civilization itself can be apprehended in its archetypal form (iXe Antike . .. ist, nUht 
Vorbild, tondem Urbild. Oder viellekht toird man der Abtieht Toynbees noth gereehter, 
xoenn man sagt, dost durch sie hindureh etn wbildlicher Kulturdblat^ abgesehlossen suhtbar 
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ingenuity to the task of discovering other “societies” which will fit into’ my 'pirn, and 
to working out parellels between them and’ my ‘norm’ {The Modem Quarterly, Autumn, 
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Monthly, vol. xi, Noa. i and a (1940), p. 20); A- Hourani {The DubErt Review, voL 229, 
No. 470 (December X95S); p. 381); w. Gurtan (The Reviete of PoEEes, vol. ^ No. 4 
(October, 1942), p. si2);T. J. O. Locher {De Gids, May X94S, of^rint, pp. 6—8); K. D. 
Erdmann (loe. cit., pp. 224-5), ’*dth particular reference to my uae of the Roman Emmre 
as a model lor univenal states; F. Hampl (the Historisehe Zeitsdsrift, Band 175, Heft 3 
(* 9 S*). P- 45 ®); R* K. Merton {The American Journal of Socioi^, vol. xlvii. No. a 
(September, 1941), pp. 205—13); Hajo Holbom {The SaUtrday Review of Literature, 
axsl May, 194^, with particu^ reference to my use of the Roman Empire; J. A. 
TormodsM and G. C. Wasberg {Samtiden, vol. 50, hefte ta (Oslo 19M), pp. 647-60); 
J. Bishko {The Richmond Newt Leader, aist October, 1954); H. Frankfort {The Birth of 
CioiliMOtioHin tlu Near East, pp. 24, io-^t, 99). 

E. Fieas declares that my Hellenic paradigm 'persuades as it pervades . But Fiess u in 
a minority. — . , . • 

» Vico, for instance, found a model in the history of Italy, as EngeUJanosi points out 
in The Intent of Toynbee’s History: A Coe^otiiie Appraisal. 
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of Saint Thomas More’s—I should, no doubt, have made history 
culminate, not in England, but in Western Christendom; for, at any 
date from the conversion of the English to Christianity down to the 
Reformation, the conscioiisness of being an adherent of the Western 
Christian Church would have overshadowed the consciousness of being 
a subject of the English Crown in the thoughts and feelings of an in¬ 
habitant of the Kingdom of England—or, rather, of one or other of the 
Roman Patriarchate’s two arch-dioceses of Canterbury and York. The 
priority of ecclesiastical over political allegiance was symbolized locally 
in the shrine of the martyr Saint Thomas Becket, until King Henry 
VIII plundered and desecrated this shrine and sent another Saint 
Thomas to his death. If I had happened to live in an age in which the 
Western Christian Ch^lrch, not the Kingdom of England, would have 
been my natural starting-point, I should have had a dmerent experience 
in the later course of my explorations.* I should not have been pulled 
up short, and compelled to change my plan of operations, by finding, 
as I did ^d, that the higher religions could not be dealt with adequately 
within the framework of a comparative study of civilizations. On the 
other hand, I might then have found that the framework of a compara¬ 
tive study of higher religions, which I should have adopted if I had been 
doing my work in the eighth century or in the early decades of the 
sixteenth, was not entirely adequate for dealing with the civilizations, 
not to speak of the pre-civilizational societies. 

However, I happened to be bom in 1889, so, for me, there was no 
question of taking my ancestral religion as my starting-point. As a 
matter of course I took my native country. I then duly rejected the self- 
regarding hallucination of misuking the England of my time for the 
culmination of history. I found that England, taken by itself, was not, 
in fact, an ‘intelligible field of study’ either in my time or at any earlier 
date since the time when such a thing as England had first become 
discernible on the political map. I therefore went in search of the 
minimum unit, of which England is a part, that might be found intel¬ 
ligible if treated as being self-contained, and I found this in the Western 
Civilization. Having thus identified my native specimen of a species of 
society that not only was larger than a nation-state but also was more 
intelligible, in virtue of approaching nearer to being self-contained, I 
became aware of the presence of the other livii^ civilizations with which 
the West was in contact in my day. Between &em, they and the West 
account for all but a fraction of the whole living generation of mankind. 
But, for the purpose of a comprehensive study of human affairs, the 
civilizations in tlus set have a common property which greatly detracts 
from their usefulness. Just because they are still alive, their histories are 
not yet finished; and at least one complete specimen of the history of a 
civilization is a necessary first piece of material evidence for a study of 
the species. 

I therefore probed backwards in time, towards the origins of my own 
native Western Civilization, till I strud: the latter end of an earlier one, 
the Hellenic, to which the Western Civilization is affiliated through 

1 This poiat U ttken up sgsin on p. 316. 
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the Christian Church. The history of this Hellenic Civilization was a 
complete spcamen of its kind. It had certainly come to an end, for in 
my day there was no longer any Hellenic Civilization in existence. It had 
long ago bwn superseded by two successors: the Western Civilization 
^d Ae West s sister ^d contemporary, the Byzantine Civilization. 
1 he history of the Hellenic Civilization abo certainly did not extend 
back>vards in time beyond our ken, for it was known to have had, not 
only successors, but also a predecessor, the Minoan-HcUadic-Myce- 
i^an Civilization. Here, then, in the history of the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion, was the specimen liistory of a civilization for which I was looking. 
It had one general merit and two special merits for a Western inquirer. 
Its general merit was its completeness. It had an identifiable beginning 
and end, and the whole story, in between, was on record, at least in 
outline. Its special merits for a Western inquirer were its link with 
Western history and its familiarity to a Westerner. Even if he had not 
been educated in the Greek and Latin classics, he would be likely to 
know more about Hellenic history than about the history of any other 
civilization outside his own. 

Now that I had found my complete specimen of the history of a 
civilization, how was I to use it for my purpose? This purpose was to 
e^Iore ways and means of organmng a comprehensive study of human 
affairs^ and, from the start of my inquiry, I had rejected the customary 
presentation of history that leads the whole of it up to the inquirer’s own 
tiine and place. TTiis means rejecting a single-track chart of history; for 
it is only by making it all lead up to oneself that one can persuade one¬ 
self that hi«ory runs dong a single line. From any non-self-centred 
standpoint it will be evident that history must run simultaneously along 
two separate lines as a minimum. Two is the minimum for the history 
of living beings of any species in which the mode of reproduction is the 
sexual one; and any such species that was actually represented by no 
more than one specimen of each sex would be, of course, on the verge of 
extinction. In order to have a reasonable prospect of survival, a species 
must have dozens of representatives or millions; and, whatever may be 
the species that we are studying, the number of representatives of it 
with which we shall have to reckon is sure to be of the plural order of 
magnitude, not the dual or the singular. In fa«, a single-track chart of 
the history of anything whatsoever will be a fal^ picture of Reality: a 
picture of it in which the truth has been distorted by the observer’s 
uncorrected egocentridty. A multiple-track chart is the true picture of 
the movement of the phenomenal universe or of any part of it. This 
finding applies, of course, to the study of the histories of dvili^tions 
^d of higher religions. It is impossible to force all the known specimens 
into a configuration that makes them all culminate in some single point- 
moment. 

If we try, for instance, to make the histories of all the known dviliza- 
tions lead up to the West in our time, we shall not be able to find any 
place for the Byzantine and Islamic dvilizations at any date before the 
West impinged on them in the Crusades, or for the civilizations in 
India, Eastern Asia, and the Americas at any date before the landfalls of 
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Western ships on their coasts in and after the last decade of the fifteenth 
century. Alternatively, if we try to make them all lead up to China in our 
time, we shall not be able to find any place for the Indian, Islamic, By¬ 
zantine, Western, or pre-Columbian American civilizations. A single- 
track chart of history leading up to present-day China will be able to 
take account of Indian history only since the first century of the Chris¬ 
tian Era, when Buddhism made its first lodgement on Chinese soil. It 
will be able to take account of Islamic history only since the thirteenth 
century, when Islam gained a foothold in north-western and south¬ 
western China in the wake of the Mongol conquest. It will be able to 
take acco\mt of Western history only since the sixteenth century, when 
the first Portuguese ships reached Chinese ports. Moreover, in so far ns 
any of the alternative possible single-track charts does have to take 
account, however fragmentarily, of the parallel histories of contemporary 
civilizations, it is confessing its own invalidity; for it is admitting the 
existence of civilizations whose histories cannot be accommodated on its 
own single track. 

Corresponding difficulties would arise from the use of a single-track 
chart if we were taking the histories of the higher religions as our units 
of study. For example, the traditional Christian chart of mankind’s 
religious history makes the whole of it lead up to Christianity via 
JucUism from Abraham and via Abraham from AdLn. But this Christian 
chart is, of course, unacceptable to the adherents of all the other higher 
religions. It is unacceptable to Muslims because their chart makes the 
whole lead up from Adam via Abraham to ‘the pure religion of Abra¬ 
ham’ : that is to say, Islam. It is unacceptable to Jews because, for them, 
the single track reaches its divinely appointed terminus in themselves, 
and they reject, as preposterous, the Muslims’ and the Christians’ rival 
claims to have superseded the Jews in the role of being God's ‘Chosen 
People’. Finally, the Christian chart is unacceptable to Zoroastrians, 
Hindus, Buddhists, Taoists, and Confudans because it completely 
ignores their existence. But, if we were to try to appease feelings wounded 
by the Christian chart by substituting the Confucian or the Buddhist 
chart for it, we should run into the same trouble in reverse. We should 
be wounding the feelings of the adherents of all three religions of the 
Judaic family. In short, whether the units in terms of which we are 
thinking are higher religions or dvilizations or entities of any other kind, 
single-track charts of history will not work. Multiple-tra<i charts are 
the only kind that will fit the phenomena as we find them. 

In a mental picture, fitting the phenomena is a supreme merit. It tells 
decisively in fiivour of multiple-track charts as against single-track 
charts. But the price of the intellectual gain won by rising trom the 
singular to the plural is the consequent presentation of an intellectual 
problem that a single-track chart does not raise: the problem of organiz¬ 
ing the data. 

So Ions as one is following a single track, no problem of organization 
arises. The observer has merely to take events as he them; he 
finds them in a sequence; and a sequence can be reproduced in a narra¬ 
tive. But, as soon as he refuses to keep to a single track any longer, the 
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observer finds himself with a number of simultaneous phenomena on his 
hands. These cannot be dealt with in a single narrative, because they do 
not constitute a single sequence. A number of different narratives have 
now to be brought into some kind of relation with each other, and 
ex hypothen this relation cannot be the narrational one, since it is not 
possible to be telling more than one story at a time. When we have to 
establish a relation between two or more series of concurrent events, 
this requires us to take a synoptic view of them, and that, in turn, 
requires us to study them comparatively. For example, 

‘The situations in from 13 to 48 states cannot be adequately described 
in a unified narrative; to have meaning, they need to be seen in an ana* 
lytical structure.’* 

And we can have a history of particular monarchies or a sociology of 
monarchy, but not a history of monarchy.* The history of European 
literature, too, can be studied only analytically—that is, comparatively.* 
In more general terms, 

'An approach that uses the concepts of structure and process leads us 
to ask questions that cannot be answered merely by identifying the 
succession of events. Events are of the moment, episodic; process and 
structure have duration in time, recognisable patterns, and a high degree 
of continuity.’* 

A comparative study of a number of specimens means noting their 
likenesses and differences with a view to discovering whether or not 
there is a standard type to which they conform, notwithstanding their 
individual peculiarities. But in order to make our comparison with any 
assurance we have also to satisfy ourselves that the specimens which we 
are proposing to compare are properly comparable.* Here are two in¬ 
tellectual operations that are required of us as soon as we adopt a 
multiple-tr^ chart of the phenomena in place of the self-regarding and 
misleading single-track one; and this is where the construction of a 
model can, I believe, serve us in good stead. My own use of my Hellenic 
model has been criticized by Erich Vocgclin^ in the following terms: 

‘The construction of type-concepts, which should be based on the 
civilizational courses, slides over, in the practice of the operation, into the 
entirely different task of identif^g societies as members of the species 
through the application of the type-concepts, developed from the limited 
basis, to data which are assumed to be fragments of civilizational courses 
of the same type.' 

I do not dispute Voegelin’s account of what I have done, but I do dis¬ 
pute the suggestion—if I am right in detecting this—that what I have 

* Social Science Research Council’s Committee on Historiography’s Report (1954), 
p. 161. 

* A. L. Kroeber: Tht Natwrt of Cuitttrt, p. 97. 

* E. R. Curtius in MerAur, t. JahrfftM, Viertes Heft fHeft 4] (1947)1 P- 496 - 

* Social Science Research Council’s Comnuttee on Hittork^raphy’s Report (1954), 

^ otmous but fundamental point is made by H. E. Bames in An Introduction to 

th* Bittory of Social^, p. 73a. 

4 In Tk* intent of ToynMt History: A Coopersttioo AppraiseL 
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done is not intellectually legitimate. What Voegelin is describing is, I 
should say, the normal heuristic use of an hypo&esis, and, if this is ^e 
use that I have made of my Hellenic model, as I believe it is, then 1 do 
not think that my practice needs reconsideration or revision. 

It is true that the operation of constructing a model is different from 
the operation of testing whether it fits the phenomena.’ But, so far from 
its being proper to dissociate the two op>erations from each other, it 
would seem to be impossible to obtain sure results from either of them 
if they are not carried out in conjunction. The model has to be con¬ 
structed out of only a fraction of the total body of data, or we should 
never be able to mount it for use in investigating the remainder. But, 
just on this account, the structure will remain tentative and provisional 
until it has been tested by application to all the rest of the data within 
our knowledge.* Conversely, our picture of the data as a whole will 
remain chaotic until we have found a model that brings out in them a 
pattern of specimens of a species. Unless we bring these two operations 
into conjunction with each other by conducting them simultaneously 
and imerdependently, we cannot tell whether or not our provision^ 
model provides a genuine clue to some principle of order in the apparent 
chaos, or whether this particular model mtist be modified or supple¬ 
mented or discarded in favour of another. Nor can we tell whether the 
items in a particular conglomeration of data that we have picked out of 
the chaos, like a child picking spillikins out of a heap, have any signifi¬ 
cant common features, or whether they merely happen to have hung 
together accidentally. In performing each of the two operations, we have 
provisionally to anticipate the results of the other operation. The un¬ 
tested results of each provide a test—and this the o^y test at our dis¬ 
posal—of the other operation’s validity. This reciprocal checking and 
counter-checking of unchecked assumptions may or may not be a form 
of arguing in a circle; but, even if it can properly be convicted of being 
that, it is useless to condemn the procedure on that account, because it 
is impossible to renounce it without renouncing the whole activity of 
thinking. 

There is nothing unfamiliar about this mental procedure. It is the 
analytical and clas^catory procedure which, as has been noted at the 
beginning of this volume, is the human mind’s fundamental mode of 
operation and is consciously and deliberately followed in scientific 
inquiry,* including the scientific study of human afiFairs. This is, indeed, 
the only way in which our minds can work either in the scientific field 
or in the practical one, since in all fields we have to cope with simul¬ 
taneous phenomena in large quantities. This problem of dealing with 
large quantities besets the student of human affairs when he is approach¬ 
ing them as an historian no less than when he is approaching them as a 

< O. Buchdahl, in The Australasian yourttal af Philotophy, vol. 34, No. 3 (December, 
19^6). p. t6S, quotes a dictum of Newton’s abwt Newton’s own method of work: ‘In 
thtt pnQoeoph^propoeitions are deduced from phenomena and afterwards made general 
by induetkiD.’ Buchdahl labels Newton's first step 'the inductive proeees’ and the second 
step ‘the inductive inference'. 

* I bold (see pp. 41-43 ond 344-fi), as Bagby holds, that ‘we shall only be able to 
judge our s^eme when we have appU^ it to the actual facts of histoiy and seen whst 
results it gives us’ {Culture and HisUny, p. 202). * See pp. 9-13. 
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sociologist or a psychologist. Why, then, do some historians feel a 
repugnance, which psychologists and sociologists do not share, to 
applying the analyti(^ and classihcatory procedure to human affairs? 
The reason for this repugnance is apparent if Kroeber is right, as I 
believe he is, in holding* that the essence of the historian’s approach is a 
concern to preserve the integrity of events, in all their individual com¬ 
plexity, in his wuy of presenting and explaining them. In any case the 
repugnance is both unquestion^Ie and characteristic. It is iUustrated, 
for example, by a comment of Sir Ernest Barker’s on my work. 

‘With the passion of unity there naturally goes a zest for schematization: 
a zest for seeing history and the whole past in abstract general terms: a 
zest, if the phrase may be used, for “botaniaing” history^—^for classifying 
in genera and tptcies ^1 its multitudinous data. I am inclined to call this 
zest by the name of "Linnaeanism”. Dr Toynbee imposes patterns on 
history, and gives the patterns names, much as Linnaeus classified and 
named plants. But this raises the question whether history is really like 
botany.’* 

Barker’s answer to this question is, like Hourani’s,^ in the negative, 
and he gives his reason. ‘Plants have a general uniformity’; history ’is 
infinitely mxiltiform’. This distinction is surely disputable. The truth 
surely is that all phenomena—plants, human affairs, or whatever they 
may be—are both multiform in some respects and uniform in others as 
they present themselves to human minds, and that this is the problem 
of knowledge and understanding with which the mind always has to 
cope, no matter what may be the nature of the phenomena with which it 
happens to be dealing in any particular case. If this is correct, the crucial 
question is whether history is really unlike botany in respect of the 
epistemological problem with which the inquirer’s mind has to wrestle, 
and the right answer to this question is in the negative in my belief.* 
In the paper here quoted, Barker lets this question go by default. After 
denying the legitimacy of applying the method of science to human 
affairs, he does not go on to make any suggestion for an alternative 
method to which a student of human affairs can resort when—as, in 
practice, is always the case—the quantity of simultaneous phenomena 
exceeds the capacity of a single narrative to cany the freight. It is just 
because the data or history are ‘multitudinous’ ^to quote Barker’s own 
word) that a resort to the method of classification, in addition to the 
method of narration, i$, as I see it, unavoidable. If the inquirer is un¬ 
willing to resort to it, his only alternative is to accept defeat and to 

* See the pusagee quoted on pp. 14 and so. 

» Cp. C. A. Beard in Th» Amtnean HisUrieel Revias, v6l. *1, No. a (January. 1935). 
pp. 307-9: also F. S. Marvin in Tk* Hiibert Jovntol, July, 1935, p. 623: 'The general 
pun of the work, as far ai it is revealed in these first three volumea, ia to collect, classify, 
and compare all the main types of civilization which bis travel and study have brought to 
light; and then, as the result of this classification and comparison, to draw what con- 
^istont are possible as to the laws of growth, spread, mixture, deny, and chssppearance 
of the various speci es tr ea ting, in each s^arated and classified civilization much 
as a ^taniat or zoologist treats a apectea of animal or plant.' 

s Sir Ernest Barker in Toyvbtt end BuUry.p. 05. ♦ See p. ta. 

* I am not alone in bold^ this belief. W. F. Albright, for instance, likewise holds 
that ‘there is ... no basic epistemological difference between compartdAt fields of histoiy 
and of science’ (From tfu St«H 4 Af* to Christianity, and ed., p. 115). 
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renounce all attempt even to present the phenomena, not to speak of 

trying to give some explanation of them. 

This is not, of course, to say that the comparative study of human 
afl^irs is as plain sailing as the comparative study of flora or even fauna.' 
While it is not evident that human affairs are ‘multiform’ in some sense 
in which plants are not, it seems indisputable that they are more intri> 
cate than plants are; and, the greater the intricacy of the phenomena, 
the more difficult the quest for a model becomes. E. Voegelin observes* 
that adequate descriptive type-concepts are more difficult to arrive at 
for civilizations than they are for botanical specimens; and M. R. Cohen 
warns the inquirer* that the ‘single repeatable patterns of physics or 
physical laws have not been discovered in human affairs’. Sir Llewellyn 
Woodward has acutely pointed out that 

‘we know so many facts which lend themselves to arrangements in patterns 
that we can make any number of such patterns; but we do not know 
enough to judge between these patterns or to be sure that we are doing 
more than pick out chance or superficial resemblances’.^ 

Applying this consideration to my work, he justly comments* that 

‘it would be possible to make an entirely different selection of facts and, 
as a result, to give an entirely different version of the development of 
Western Civilization during the last fifteen centuries’. 

The same point is made by K. W. Thompson;* 

‘The cauldron of history is so immense and limitless that the individual 
historian can serve up but a tiny spoonful, and whether this can symbolise 
or represent the full mixture of history is always a most doubtful issue.’ 

This embarrassing wealth of alternative possible choices besets the 
student of human affairs when dealing with phenomena of the lower 
orders of magnitude. On the other hand, when dealing with phenomena 
of higher orders of magnitude—for instance, with civilizations or with 
‘higher religions’—he is embarrassed by a problem arising from the 

* In spite of the evident difficulty of the enterprise, I feel ford/ied in my determint* 
don to persevere in it when I notice the line taken, on this issue, by a critic who has not 
created me so benevolently ss Sir Ernest Barker hu. Philip Bagby concedes (in ToyTtbft 
and History, pp. 106 and xoS) that 'there certainly seems to some evidence for Dr 
Tojmbee’s (and Spensler's) thesis that there is a regular pattern of development of 
civuizations' and that ‘a morphology of cultural and social forms and a general theory of 
culnirc-chai^ may serve to reduce many of the puzzling phenomena to order’. In his 
own book, CuUvrt and History, he says; *I shall have one primary end in view, one 
parttailar problem which I wish to attempt to solve. It is the asme problem which has 
chteSy engaged the attention of recent philo^hers of history such as Spengler and 
Toynbee: that is, whether there is any r«gulariw in the development of civilizations, in 
th«r slow growth and their sometimes rapid dewne.’ Towards the end of this volume of 
‘prolegomena to the comparative stu^ of civilizations’, in a chapter in which he 
examines seme examples of similarities in the development of civilizations, Bagby takes 
the history of the Hellenic Civilization as his principal model. He applies this model first 
to the history of the Western Civilization up to date (pp. 205-10) and then to the other 
civilizations on his Ust (pp. 212-17). 

> In The Intent of Teywee's History: A Cooperative Appraisal. 

* M. R. Cohen: The Meatnng Hwnan Histon, p. 116. 

* Sir LUwrilyn Woodward in a letter of asth July. 1952, to the writer of this Study 

(quoted in ix. 211, footnote 3). Cp. R. L. Shinn: Christianity and the Problem History, 
p. 15. * In The Spectator, i8th August. 1939. 

* In Toynbee and History, p. 219. 
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paucity of his data at this level.* J. Madaule notes* that the specimens 
with which I am working arc more scarce, besides being more complex, 
than a botanist’s, and that the margin of error in my comparative study 
must be proportionately greater. It is true that the maximum number of 
civilizations that I origm^y believed I had identified is less than thirty, 
and for operational purposes the figure may have to be reduced con¬ 
siderably for various reasons. The ‘arrested civilizations’, as critics have 
pointed out,* are a rather arbitrary selection; and two of them—^the 
Spartan and the Ottoman—are also included in other civilizations on 
my list. The development of both the ‘arrested’ and the ‘abortive’ 
civilizations breaks off short at so early a stage that their utility for 
purposes of comparison is slight. And so is the utility of several of the 
civilizations that the archaeologists have disinterred—in this case, not 
because of evidence that they prematurely went to pieces or became 
petrified, but because the material debris of their culture, which the 
archaeologists have brought to light, do not enable us to reconstruct 
their spiritual or even their politi^ history. 

The number of specimens will be further reduced if my critics arc 
right in contesting one of the results of my application of my Hellenic 
model. This model shows an earlier civilization, the Hellenic, being 
succeeded by a later one, the Western, that is ‘affiliated’ to it through a 
‘higher religion’, Christianity, which serves as a ‘chrysalis’ out of which 
the new civilization emerges. Applying this model to Eastern Orthodox 
as well as to Western Christendom, I have assumed that the civilization 
of the Byzantine World, as well as the civilization of the medieval and 
modern West, is not a continuation of the Hellenic Civilization but is a 
successor to it with a separate identity of its own. Again, on the analogy 
of the role played by Christianity as a ‘chrysalis’, 1 have assumed that 
the same role has been played by Christianity’s sister religion, Islam, 
and that the Islamic civfiizations in the Iranic and Arabic worlds are 
therefore two more separate civilizatioits, on a par with the two Chris¬ 
tian civilizations of Byzantium and the West. \^en the Hellenic model 
is applied to the history of civilization in India and Chiita, it brings to 
light counterparts of itself there too, with the Mahayana playing Chris¬ 
tianity’s role in China and the post-Buddhaic form of Hinduism playix^ 
it in India. In previous volumes I have assumed that in these two sub¬ 
continents there has been a succession of civilizations, on the analogy of 
the series at the western end of the Old World. I have also assumed that 
there has been a similar succession in the Tigris-Euphrates basin and 
in Middle America, though in these two areas the break in the con¬ 
tinuity of history was not signalized by a religious revolution. I made 
this series of assumptiorw tentatively and provisionally, in order to test 
how far it was borne out by the facts.^ Now that it has b^n tested by me 
in previous volumes and has been contested by a number of my critics,* 

* See is. aio-xx and the present volume, p. 234. 

* In Dwrew, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), pp. 33-34* , 

» See p. 548, footnote 5, and pp. 553 - 4 -. , , *: > 33 ;:®' - 

a For example, my analyata of the niatones of India and China into the hiatonea of 
two diadnet cmUzationt, one following the other in either case, bai been rejected by 
M. Savelle {Tht Paeifie Histeriecl Rni*«, vol. xxv, No. i (February, 1956), pp. SS-67J 

G 2 
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I must exp<riment with the alternative policy of assuming that in Middle 
America, the Tigris-Euphrates basin, India, and China, and perhaps in 
the domains of Byzantine Christendom and Islam as well, there has been, 
not a succession of civilizations, but a single continuous civilization in 
each case, as 1 have assumed that there has been in the Andean area 
down to ^e Spanish conquest and in Egypt down to its conversion to 
Christianity. After having operated wiA the maximum number of 
civilizations, it will be a ireful check on the restUts of the manoeuvre 
to repeat the operation, this time with the minimum number. But this 
drastic reduction in the quantity of the specimens reinforces Madaule’s 
point that the paucity of the data for the study of civilizations is a 
difficulty, besetting thw study, with which botany, for example, does not 
have to contend. 

The number of effective specimens would be reduced still farther if 
Dawson is right in challenging’ my postulate of the ‘philosophical 
equivalence’ of all the civilizations, and my corresponding postuUte in 
regard to the higher religions. In spite of my respect for Dawson’s 
judgement, I should be reluctant to defer to it on this point. A specimen 
is a specimen, and, if we are satisfied that we have verified a particular 
specimen as being a genuine one, it seems hazardous to draw distinctions 
between this and offier specimens on the ground of differential valua¬ 
tions that will inevitably be subjective and therefore disputable.^ All 
civilizations and all higher religions alike, up to date, have fallen in¬ 
finitely short of their ideals; all alike have risen far a^ve the level of 
older species of human society. In this perspective it seems prudent to 
treat all specimens of each species as each other’s equals. 

3. A RETRIAL OF THE HELLENIC MODEL FOR CIVILIZATIONS 

Under the new and more exacting conditions to which I have just 
committed myself, I will now repeat the experiment, made originally 
near the begimiing of this book, of applying my Hellenic model to the 
rest of the field of the histories of civilizations. Before applying it, I will 
dissect it, and will then apply the component parts one by one. This 
procedure seems likely to be illuminating, because we sh^ find that 

and by E. I. WaUin (Tfu 12th August, 1939) in respect of both cases} by N. C. 

Chaudhuri in respect of the Indian case (in sn unpublished cotnmunication to the 
writer); by W. Altree (Toynbet and Hittory, p. 266), by E. C. Dyason (77m AuxtraKan 
Outlaok, March 1949), by M. S. Bates {Chrittiamty and CritU,'n\. is.No. 4(2ndMarch, 
1955), pp. 27-30 and 3^, and by P. L. Ralph (in the Saturdm Rtvim, 16th October, 
r 954 t P> 19) In respect of the Chinese case. Wadtin also rejocts (in loc. dt.) my distribu¬ 
tion of the niitory of Islsm between the histories of two series of civilizations, the Syriac 
followed by the Arabic and the Iranlc. Chaudhuri regards dvilisation in India from 
about A.P. leoe down to the beginning of the impact of the Western Civilization on 
India as beh^, not s new dvilkation, but a 'folk dviUzation’ into which the previous 
dviljzation of India (the 'Indie' in my terminolon;) had lapsed. 

An open-minded examination, by a specialist in Chinese history, of my tnslytis of this 
hat been made in Th$ Pae^ Historieal Redno, vol. viii, No. 4 (Decemlm, 1^39), under 
tlK title of ‘A Bisection of Chinese History’, by M. E. Cameron. After pointing out the 
number and importance of the strands of continuity in Chinese history, Cameron agrees 
(p. 411) that my "'Far Eastern Civilization" does have a real character of its own as 
mttinct from that of Chinese anti^uicy'r though evidently she would not go as far as I 
have gone in drawing this distioction. 

< In Toynhtt and History, pp. 130-1 and 134. Cp. L. Mumford in Diogenos, No. 13 
(Spring, 1956), p. 17. * This point is taken up again on pp. $51-3. 
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different parts fit the phenomena in different degrees and in different 
numbers of instances. I shall keep in mind M. R, Cohen’s counsel: 
‘Give special note to those facts that fail to fit into preconceived 
patterns.’* 

My Hellenic model comprises more than the internal history of the 
Hellenic Civilization. It also includes this civilization’s relations with 
contemporary civilizations whose partidpants it annexed to its internal 
proletariat; its relations with Christianity; and finally its relations, 
through Christianity, with the subsequent Orthodox Christian and 
Western civilizations. This configuration of historical events can be 
analysed into the following elements. 

One clement is the configuration of the Hellenic Civilization’s own 
political history. At the earUest stage of Hellenic history of which we 
have any record, there is a sharp contrast between the cultural unity of 
the Hellenic World and its political disunity. We find it divided up 
politically into a number of sovereign independent states whose dtizens 
recognize that they are all partakers in a common culture yet arc not 
inhibited by this from going to war with each other. In the course of 
time these fratriddal wars become so devastating that they bring the 
civilization to grief. When it is on the point of dissolution it wins a 
reprieve through the belated political unification of the Hellenic World 
in the Rooum Empire. This brings temporary peace and order, but at 
the prohibitive price of a series of ‘knock-out blows’ ending in the over¬ 
throw of all political powers except for the one surviving victor. By 
the time when the Hellenic ‘universal state’ is established by Rome, the 
Hellenic World is already so seriously exhausted and demoralized that 
it proves incapable of maintaining its universal state in peroetuity; and 
the break-up of the Roman Empire spells the Hellenic Civilization’s 
dissolution. 

A second element is the configuration of the Hellenic Civilization’s 
social history after its ‘breakdown’. The leading minority in the society 
comes to depend more and more on force, and less and less on attrac¬ 
tion, for maintaining its ascendancy. This change in the character of 
its relation with the majority alienates both the dominant minori^s 
subjects within the Hellenic Civilization’s domain and the primitive 
peoples beyond its borders who have previously been attracted towards 
it. These two classes turn respectively into an internal and an external 
‘proletariat’ (in the sense of a class that is ‘in’ society but not ‘of’ it). The 
internal proletariat is swollen in numbers by the addition of barbarians 
from the external proletariat and of representatives of foreign civiliza¬ 
tions who are forcibly incorporated in the Hellenic Civilization’s in¬ 
ternal proletariat through military conquest. 

A third element is die configuration of the Hellenic Civilization’s 
religious history in the same phase. The internal proletariat creates a 
higher religion, Christianity,- that draw's its inspiration from one of the 

I The Meaning of Human History, p. 114. The tame advice b ziven by W. Kaufrnann 
in Toynbee and Hirtory, p. ill. , ^ . 

> The proletarian origin of Chriatianity has been contested. K. D. Erdmana, for 
instance, maintaitu that it was never a mass movement {Arefuv fSr KulturgeteUchie, 
xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (1951), pp. 225-^). 
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non-Hellenic civiluations whose representatives have been incorporated 
in the Hellenic internal proletariat. Christianity converts the Hellenic 
World and also its barbarian invaders. An attempt to organize a counter¬ 
religion, Neoplatonism, professedly drawing its inspiration from native 
Hellenic sources, is a failure. The Christian Church, in which the 
Christian religion has taken social form, serves as a chrysalis out of 
which two new civilizations, the Eastern Orthodox Christian {alias By¬ 
zantine) and the Western Christian, eventually emerge after a cultural 
interregnum. 

A fourth element is the part played by ‘the external proletariat’ (the 
barbarians). Their creativity expresses itself in epic poetry, and their 
nationalism in the adoption of Christianity in heretical forms (e.g. 
Arianism and Islam). The barbarians conquer the Hellenic universal 
state militarily and establish successor-states on its domain. But their 
contribution to the creation of the new civilizations is slight compared 
to ‘the internal proletariat’s’ contribution. The matrix of the new 
civilizations is the Christian Church, not the Roman Empire’s bar¬ 
barian successor-states. 

A fifth element is a series of ‘renaissances’ of the Hellenic culture in 
the course of the histories of the two ‘Hellenistic’ civilizations: the 
Byzantine and the Western. These renaissances are attempts to draw 
inspiration from Hellenism direct, and not merely indirectly through the 
medium of the Hellenic clement in Christianity. 

Bagby has arrived at much the same results as mine in constructing 
a model out of a stage-by-stage comparison of Hellenic history with 
Western history up to date.’ But he has also included one important 
further element. He sees the course of each of these two civilizations as 
exhibiting ‘a gradual process of “rationalisation” which ‘seems to come 
in two pulses or phases, two ages, one of Faith and one of Reason’.* 

‘Essentially this movement is one of growing rationalism and individual¬ 
ism. It reaches its creative peak in the seventeenth century in France (the 
Age of Louis XIV) and the fifth century in Athens (the Age of Pericles). 
Tbis is the period when faith and reason are perfectly bdanced, the period 
of the great triumphs of art and thought, when the basic forms of the 
civilization are laid down once for all.’* 

It will be seen that if Bagby’s schematization is superposed on mine 
his ‘creative peak’ of Hellenic history comes shortly before my ‘break¬ 
down*, which I equate with the outbreak of the Great Atheno-Pelo- 
ponnesian War in 431 B.C, It corresponds, in fact, with ‘the Half Century’ 
(penUkontaetia) that ended in this catastrophe and that had opened 
with the triumph of Hellenism over the Persian invaders of Continental 
European Greece in 480-479 B.c. 

Let us now see how far ^ese several elements in my Hellenic model 
fit the histories of civilizations other than the Hellenic. 

The combination of cultural unity with political disunity, which we 
find in the Hellenic World at the dawn of its history, appears to be 
widespread. It is the situation in all known living pre-civilizadonal 

> Culturt and Hitwy, pp. 305-to. * Op. ch., p. 209. > Op. dt., p. 207. 
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societies, according to BagbyJ Its frequency is not surprising, for, after 
all, there are only two possible alternatives: if a society is not united 
politically, it is necessar^y divided. So political disunity, taken by itself, 
is too general a feature to have much signihcance. The significant politi¬ 
cal configuration in my Hellenic model is the revolutionary change from 
disunity to unity as a result of a series of ever more devastatii^; wars 
which have brought the civilization to grief before the political unity is 
achieved. And, in the histories of the civilizations, this configuration is 
a frequent one. For instance, it occurs—in unmistakable counterparts 
of the Hellenic pattern—in the histories of the Andean and Middle 
American civilizations (if we now regard civilization in Middle America 
as being continuous and unitary, and see the Aztec Empire as its univer¬ 
sal state in the making). The same pattern is also unmistakable in the 
histories of the Syriac, Sinic, Indie, and Sumero-Akkadian civilizations, 
the Eastern Orthodox Christian Civilization in Russia, and the Far 
Eastern Civilization in Japan. Syria was unified politically in the Assyrian 
Empire and its successors the Neobabylonian Empire and the Achae- 
menian Empire, China in the Ch'in (Ts’ln) and Han Empire after the 
period of ‘the Contending States’, India in the Maurya Empire after a 
similar period of fratricidal inter-state tvarfare, the Sumero-Akkadian 
World in the Empire of Agade and in the subsequent empire established 
by the Third Djmasty of Ur and re-established momentarily by Ham¬ 
murabi, Russia in the Muscovite Empire, Japan in the unitary regime 
established by the Tokugawa Shogunate.’ In the anatomy of Indian 
history the thesis that, since the end of the Indus Culture of the third 
and second millennia b.c., there has been a succession of two civilizations 
in India is supported by a second occurrence, in Indian history, of the 
Hellenic politit^ configuration. From the eighth to the sixteenth century 
of the Christian Era India was divided politically, except for an ephe¬ 
meral unification under Muslim rule in a . d . 1318-36, among a number of 
contending states, as she had been during the age before the establish¬ 
ment of the Maurya Empire in the fourth century B.c. In the sixteenth 
century of the Christian Era India was united politically in the Mughal 
Raj, and in the nineteenth century this political unity was re-established 
in the form of the British Raj. 

We have now found, on reconsideration, that the political configura¬ 
tion of our Hellenic m<^el is plainly discernible in nine other instances. 
There would be a tenth instance if I have been right in assuming, as I 
have assumed in volumes i-x, that there was a second occurrence of this 
pattern in the history of the Tigris-Euphrates basin, as well as in the 
history of India. In these earlier volumes I cast the Neobabylonian 
Empire for the role of universal state of a Babylonic Civilization affiliated 
to the Sumeric, but this attribution is perhaps dubious. The Neobaby¬ 
lonian Empire was only one of four successor-states of the Assyrian 
Empire, and it was not even the largest and most powerful of these. It 
lived in fear of its neighbour the Median Empire, which had taken the 


» ^e^le^of Ae Tokugiw* regime in Jtp«ne«e history is ditcuesed further on 
p. 307, footnote 2. 
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metropolitan provinces of Assyria as its share of the Assyrian spoils. 
Then should the Assyrian Empire itself be regarded as the universal 
state of a Babylonic Ciwliaation ? It was larger and longer-lived than 
any of its immediate successor-states, and its provincial administration 
was highly organized. Yet even the Assyrian Empire did not include the 
whole of the Babylonic World. It never succeeded in conquering the 
rival Empire of Urartu, which was a convert to the Babylonic culture. 
The Assyrian Empire has more in common with the abortive empire of 
the dynasty of Agade than it has with the Third Dynasty of Ur’s and 
the First Dynasty of Babylon’s Empire of Sumer and Akkad, which I 
have identified with the universal state of the Sumeric Civilization. To 
find a convincing universal state for a h^othetical independent Baby¬ 
lonic Civilization, we must wait for the Achaemenian Empire, and this, 
even if it started its career as a vehicle of the Babylonic Civilization, had 
become the vehicle of a different civilization, the Syriac, before its 
overthrow. It will be seen that we carmot identify a Babylonic universal 
state with confidence, and thb tells against my earlier thesis that there 
was a Babylonic Civilization, separate from, and successive to, the 
Sumero-Al^dian. An interpretation of the civilization of the Tigris- 
Euphrates basin at this later stage as being a continuation of the Sumero- 
Akkadian Civilization might be less open to question. 

In the history of the Egypdac Civilization the political configuration 
of our Hellenic model can be identified if it is accepted that there was a 
period in which the nomes (cantons) of Egypt were so many sovereign 
independent states, perpetually going to war with each other, and that 
this was followed by a period in which first Upper Egypt and then the 
whole of the Nile Valley below the First Cataract was united politically 
in the so-called ‘Old Kingdom’.* This configuration conforms to the 
Hellenic model, but the chronology does not. In the history of the 
Hellenic Civilization the revolutionary change from disunity to unity 
on the political plane came in the last chapter of the story, after the 
warfare between the contending states had not only brought ^e Hellenic 
Civilization to grief but had carried it to the verge of dissolution. In the 
history of civilization in Egypt there was the same revolutionary change, 
but it came at the very beginning. The age, if there was one, of the con¬ 
tending Egyptian cantons was ‘prehistoric’ in the sense of being ‘pre- 
civilizational’. In Egypt political unification was simultaneous with the 
dawn of civilization, and it was followed by the most creative period of 
Egypdac history instead of being followed by dissoludon and preceded 
by breakdown and disintegradon, as it v'as in Hellenic history. When 
we find an idendcal configuradon in the histories of two civilizadons 
appearing at two quite Afferent stages and performing two quite 
different funedons, this suggests that £e common feature may mask a 
radical difference between the fundamental structures of the two his¬ 
tories.* 

> This view hes certainly been widely held among Egyptolocista in the past. However, 
E. J. Baumgartel, in Th* Ctdtum of Prthutoric Ecfpt, revised edition, p. 12, maintains 
that *it is not generally recogmsed the nomes are survivals of pre-Menite states'. 

> Thb ndkal difference u pointed out by Richard Pares in The English Historieal 
Revitto, Tol. bexi. No. 279 (April, 1956), p. 262, by F. Borkenau irt Commentary, May, 
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This impression is strengthened when we turn to a chapter in the 
history of China which, in the preceding volumes, I have treated 
provisionally as the history of a civilization separate from, and successive 
to, the Sinic. I have just reaffirmed my view that the configuration of 
Sinic history, down to and including the universal state established and 
m ai n tained by the Ch’in (Ts’in) and Han dynasties, conforms closely 
to my Hellenic model. Moreover, the fall of the Han Empire, like the 
fall of the Roman Empire, was followed by a relapse into political 
disunity. But the emergence of the new Far Eastern Civilization—^if a 
new civilization did emerge in China—was followed, almost as quickly 
as the emergence of the Egyptiac Civilization in Egypt, by the establish¬ 
ment of political unity. If the dawn of the Far Eastern Civilization is to 
be redded as having been subsequent to the cultural interregnum 
following the break-up of the Han Empire at the turn of the second and 
third centuries of the Christian Era, then the empire in which China was 
united politically under the Sui and T’ang dynasties, from the close of 
the sixth century to the early years of the tenth, corresponds to the Old 
Kingdom in Egyptiac history. Thus, if there was such a thing as a 
separate Far Extern Civilization that was not a mere continuation of 
the Sinic, the structure of this Far Eastern Civilization’s history does not 
conform, as the structure of the preceding Sinic Civilization’s history 
does, to my Hellenic model; it conforms to a different model presented 
by Ae political history of the Egyptiac Civilization. Moreover, the 
structure of the West’s sister-civilization, the Eastern Orthodox 
Christian or Byzantine, conforms to the Egyptiac model likewise. In 
Eastern Orthodox Christendom the interregnum following the break-up 
of the Roman Empire was immediately succeeded by the establishment 
of political unity through a success^l revival, here, of the Roman 
Empire—an achievement that presents a sharp contrast to the series of 
abortive revivals of the Roman Empire in the West from Charlemagne’s 
attempt onwards.^ 

The second element in my Hellenic model—the disintegration of a 
broken-down society into an internal and an external proletariat— 4 oes 
occur in a considerable n\imber of non-Hellenic instances. These have 
been surveyed'at length in volume v, and there is no need to recapitu¬ 
late this survey here. In Hellenic history this second clement is closely 
associated with the third; the creation, by the internal proletariat, of a 

105s, p. 240 (*the uiuveml ttate nuiriu the b^uuuDg, not the end, of Ancient Egypt’* 
hutory'), end by D. Heldvy in • French joumel Out I hetre not been able to tdentiiy, 
p. 50. It has been noted by P. Begby (in Culhire and History, p. 319^ and by P. HampI 
^ me Historis^ Ztiueh^t, Band lyx. Heft 3 (1951), p. 459) that die con&pjratton of 
Ejnrptiac hiatery will not confonn to the Hellenic model. R. Coulbom (in Toyrthtt end 
History, p. 159) submits that The Old Kingdom of ^ypt ia clearly a universal sure in 
the sense in which I use this term. 

< These revivals of the Roman Empire in the West were to ineffective, and made to 
little mark on Western history u a whole, that K. D. Erdmann seems ha^y warranted 
in maintaining, on the strength of them, that Western history begins with a universal 
state {Arehiv/Or Kulturgac^htt, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (i95t), p. MS)- Aalightfy better 
case r^ht be made for the thesis that Chinese history beguu with a universal state. Yet 
the Chou regime, even in its first phase, wss hsrdly more cffe<mve thu the resxudtated 
Romsn Empire in the West; it is not eomparsble to the Ch'in (Ts’is), Hsn, Sui, and 
T’ang regimes in point of solidity. As for the Chou's predecessors the Shsng, the 
progress of archseol^csl discovery hss not yet re\’ealed eitner the extent or the structure 
of meir rule. See further p. 190. 
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higher religion in which the inspiration comes from a foreign source. 
This third element is a key-part of the model, since the church in which 
the higher religion embodied itself in the Hellenic case served as the 
chrysalis out of which two new civilizations emerged. It is therefore 
important to reconsider whether the pattern of the history of the Chris¬ 
tian Church is a standard one which can be detected in a ntunber of other 
instances, or whether it is something exceptional. 

In order to test this we must first a^yse this pattern into its elements. 
The Christian Church arose among the proletariat of one disintegrating 
civilization; its inspiration came from a different civilization; it easily 
overcame a counter-church professedly iiwpired by the native traditions 
of the civilization in whose domain the victorious church had made its 
appearance; the victorious church converted the world in which it had 
triumphed, and also this world's barbarian invaders. It brought to birth 
two new civilizations which can hardly be regarded as being mere con¬ 
tinuations of the preceding Hellenic Civilization within whose bosom 
Christianity had made its first appearance. It is true that the Western 
and Byzantine civilizations are Hellenistic, but they are distinguished 
from the Hellenic Civilization itself by being also Christian, and Christian 
from the start. 

Perhaps the closest parallel to the history of Christianity at the western 
end of the Old World is the history of the Mahayanian version of 
Buddhism at the eastern end of it. The source of the Mahayana’s inspira¬ 
tion, like the source of Christianity’s, was foreign to the world in which 
the rising religion made its fortune. Christianity made its fortune in the 
Hellenic World but drew its inspiration from a Syriac source; the 
Mahayana made its fortune in the Siiuc World but drew its inspiration 
from an Indian source. Again, the Mahayana made its way among the 
proletariat of the Sinic society, in the sense that it attracted native 
Chinese who were in revolt against the Confudan tradition and bar¬ 
barian invaders who were suspicious of it.* Furthermore, the progress of 
the Mahayana evoked a counter-church, the Taoist Church, which was 
remarkably similar to the Neoplatonist Church in being constructed out 
of a native philosophy to combat a foreign religion and in trying to steal 

* 'Buddhism commended itself to the [^rberien] rulen because it was not Chincae’ 
(A. F. Wright: ‘Buddhism end Chinese Culture: Phsses of intersetion’, inyoumal of 
Alien Studui, vol. xvii. No. t November, 1957). pp. 17-42. on p. 28; idem: Bu^him 
in Chame Hittory (1950), p. 57). Shih Hu, s bsrbansn raler of the Ister Chso Dynsstv, 
remarked in an edict that 'Buddha, being a barbarian god, is the very one we should 
worship'fright,'Buddhiamand Chinese Culture’, p. 28). W.AItree points out (in Toyn¬ 
bee ena History, pp. a6o-i) that in China ‘Buddhism received its support from emperors, 
scholars, and men of aflairs’, and on this grotmd be contests ray description of it as b^g 
a proletarian movement. This is also contested by K. D. Erdmann (loc. ctt., p. 226). 
Aitm and Erdmann have not, however, taken the point, made by Wright (Buddhism in 
Chmeu History p. 44), that, during the three centuries of politic division (exree 
A.O. 300-600), Chineae civilisation d^loped on different lines m the South and in the 
North, ao that Buddhism had to adapt itself in China to two evolving cultures. In the 
South, duriiu this age, an aristocracy was in political control (ibid., pp. 5t-t2); and 
Buddhiaro did here take its social impress from its aristocratic patrons. In the Nor^ on 
^ other hand, Buddhism 'cut across class lines and helped to unhe a divided aociew* 
(ibid., p. ^9). In the North the peasantry waa converted to Buddhism en masse (ibid., 
p. 58). It u abo aimificant, however, that ‘an overwhelming nuyori^ of the literate class* 
stayed in the Norm (ibid., p. ^5), in spite of the adveisenesa of conditions for them there 
under barbarian rule, and mamtainea themselves there in su^ient numbers to be able 
to reassert their power as soon as the opportunity came. 
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this foreign religion’s thunder by imitating those features of it that made 
it attractive.* These resemblances between the Mahayana and Chris- 
tiampr arc impressive; but beyond this point the histories of the two 
religions do not any longer run parallel.* 

In the Western and Byzantine worlds Christianity won a monopoly 
which it retained for centuries, even if it is losing it now. The Neopla- 
tonist counter-church, as well as the four established Hellenic philo¬ 
sophies—Platonism, Aristotclianism, Stoicism, Epicureanism—have all 
been stone-dead by now for at least fourteen hundred years. Hellenism 
has survived only in so far as Christianity chose to incorporate it into 
itself. Byzantine and Western attempts at renaissances of Hellenism 
drawn direct from the fountain-head have been superficial and ephe¬ 
meral. In so far as the Western and Byzantine societies are now ceasing 
to be Christian, they are still inescapably ex-Christian. Their cultural 
heritage is so thoroughly saturated with Christianity that it is imi>ossibIe 
for them to disengage themselves from their Christian past (as is de¬ 
monstrated, for example, by the transparentness of the Communist 
ideology’s Judaeo-Chnstian origins). In Eastern Asia history has run a 
less revolutionary course. Here the Mahayana never succeeded, even at 
the height of its vigour and power,* in driving off the field either the 

t The Taoist counter-church differed, bowe^er, from the NeopUtonist counter- 
church in representing a popular movement of revolt agaiiut a decadent ConfucUn 
official regime (see. for example, Wright, ‘Buddhism and Chinese Culture*, p. 20; 
Buddhism m Chmtu History, pp. 26-3^, whereas Neoplatonism was the creation of a 
‘highbrow’ minority. This is one of the reasons whyTaoism survived, while Neoplaton¬ 
ism went under. 

* ‘The role of Buddhism in Chins is not fulh^ compsnble to t^t of Christianity in 
Europe’ (M. E. Cameron in Tht Pacific Historical Reoino, vol. viii. No. 4 (December, 
t 939 )> P- 4 ^)- The Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. queries whether 1 do not 'look too eagerly for 
a period sometime when China was Buddhist in the same way that mediaeval Europe was 
Catholic’ {Tht Intent of Toynbtt't History: A Coo^ettoe Ap^aitel). 

> At its height, the vigour and power of the MaKayana in China was so great that, to 
a Western obMrver. it is surprising that in the end the Mahayana should have failed to 
win the decisive and definitive victory that Christianity did wm in the Byzantine World 
and in the West. Buddhism interacted with the indigenoua Sinic culture at all levels, 
among the peasantry as well as among the tiite (Wright, 'Buddhism and Chinese 
Culture’, p. 18J. The Buddhist vUla^ clergy were reeruitM from the peasantry and re¬ 
mained in touch with it, and ‘Buddhism became deeply interwoven wim ccmimm life in 
the North’ (ibid., p. 30). Under the Sui and T’ang rmmea the domesticated elements of 
Buddhism were accepted (pp. 31-32). and in the T^ang Age, in spite of an archaistic 
revival of Confucianism, 'Buddhism remained the dominant intellectual, spiritual, and 
aesthetic interest of the educated* (p. 33). Metropolitan Buddhist clerics and government 
officials were social Muals (p. 34). In the T'ang Age Buddhism was slso practised by the 
pessancry en masse, ‘For the peasantry, as for the gentry, Buddh^m beeme an accepted 

g irt of in^vidu^ and group life’ (p. 34). Original and distinctively Chinese schools of 
uddhism emerged: e.g. the ‘Pure Lmu’ school (Amidism), Ch’an (in Ja pa nese, 2 ea), 
and T'ien-t'ai (in Japanese, Tendai) (pp. 34-^6). On this evidence. Buddhism in Chiiis 
might have teemed to be carrying all b^ore it, as Christianity did in the Byzantine and 
Western worlds. 

Prom first to last, however. Buddhism had two serious handicaps to contend with, one 
political and the other intellectual. Chinese j^vemments, even at their nadir, were 
jealous of possible rn^ suthorities and were efficient eooi^h u> be able to take measives 
for keeping them in check. T^e northern governments’ inclination towards Buddhism 
did not deter them from setting up a Buddhist clerical bureaucracy, responrible to the 
Crown, for keeping Buddhist insticutions and property under the control of the state; 
and, in a.d. 446-32 and A.D. 574**S, attempts were made to impose drastic restrictions on 
Buddhist organizations and activities (Buddhism in ChtncM Hisiory,pp. 6&-61). These 
attempts ended in failure; yet the state's relation to Buddhism in the North was clwn to 
Caeaaro-papism than it was in the South (ibid., p. 62). After the reunification of China 
the device of setting the Buddhist hierarchy to control itself on the 
taken over by the Sui and T’ang regimes (ibid., p. 68; ‘Buddhism and Chinese Culture , 


178 STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS 

Taoist counter-church or Confudanisin, which was the established 
Sinic philosophy.^ In China at the opening of the twentieth century 
Confucianism and Taoism, as well as the Mahayana, were still alive, 
and this was more than eighteen hundred years after the Mahayana had 
made its first lodgement in China, and more than a thousand years 
since the end of the Mahayana's partial ascendancy, which had lasted 
from the break-up of the United (Western) Chin (Tsin) regime early 
in the fourth century of the Christian Era down to the official persecu¬ 
tion of Buddhism in a.d. 842-5.* 

Taoism held its own against the Mahayana; Confucianism regained 
the upper hand over it Confucianism had had a monopoly of being the 
official philosophy of the civil service of the Sinic universal state since 
the reign of the Prior Han Emperor Wu-ti (140B.C.--87B.C.). In the age of 
the Posterior Han Dynasty (a.d. 25-220) the Confucian-educated land¬ 
owning gentry, from which the civil service was recruited, had estab¬ 
lished its ascendancy in the Sinic society;^ and, from that time onwards 
till the abandonment in a.d. 1905 of the perioffical examinations in the 
Confucian classics for candidates for entry into the civil service, this 
gentry kept itself in being.* In the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries, 
when the North was imder the rule of Eurasian Nomad barbarians, the 
Confucian-educated indigenous Chinese gentry had an inviolate citadel 
in the South, which had been conquered and annexed by the Han 
Empire just at the time when Confucianism had been established as the 
official philosophy of the Sinic universal state. During the next four 


p. 33). Under d)e T*ana, active peiaecucion of Buddhism was resumed, and this time 
more effectively, in a.P. Buddhism’s intellectual handicap in China was even more 
formidsble than its politic one. The contrast b e twe en the structures of the Chinese snd 
Ssnshrit Isnipisces, and between the traditional styles of the two literatures, was extreme 
{Buddhism in Cnmm History, p. 33). The pro^agatots of Buddhism in China 'all had a 
coounon inclination to gnft the alien on to native roots’ (ibuL, p. 40). In Chins, Sanskrit 
never became a 'church lanauage’. 'Most, if not ^ of the seminsi thinkers and founders 
of achmis of Chinese Buddhism knew only Chinese' (ibid., p. 76). 

> So far from that, the indigenous ideol^es 'spoiled the Egyptians'. In the encounter 
between them and the Mahayana, 'the Taoista stole ita rimal and the Noo-Confucians ha 
philoaophjr' (V. K. Ting, quoted by Cameron, loe. cic, p. 408). From the fifth century of 
the Chmtiao En onwards, popular Taoiam gradtully ousted popular Buddhism by 
copying it {Buddkstm tn Claswe History, pp. 97-^8). From about a . d . 900 onwards 
elements of Buddhism were appropriated 1 ^ the Smic culture ^ being fitted into the 
framework of the Confucian pmloaophy (Wright, fuddAum m Cnamo History, pp. 8p- 
pe; 'Buddhiam and Chinm Cultum’, pp. 38^9). The Neo-Confucian school gleaned 
‘from the Confucian tndition those ideas and formulae which answered, on the authority 
of native philoaophera, many of the questions which Buddhism hsd raised in men's 
minds' (ibid., p. 38). Wright (ibid., p. 39} quotes G. E. Ssrgent for the view that *Neo> 
Confucianism constitutes less an autonomous system than a complex of responses to 
Buddhist theories.’ In fact the Neo-Confucians ‘proved to be in many ways the captives 
of the tradition they sought to replace’ {Buddhism m Chinese History, p. 90). Wright agrees 
that Wang Yang-ming tvas trulv a Buddhist in disguise; Wang's philosophy was Ch’an 
Buddhism in Confucian dresa; but Wright comments that this Confucian disguise was 
sU-importsnt (ibid., pp. 9t-qa; ‘Buddhism and Chinese Culture’, p. ^p). 

> After that. Buddhism was never again regarded as being an esseanu adjunct of state 

¥ >wer and ‘Buddhist ideas ceased to be the common com of intellectual life', while 
aoism made inroads on popular Buddhism (Wright, ‘Buddhism and Chinese Cmture’, 

B. Watson: Ssu-ma Ch'un, Grand Historian of China, pp. 37-38; A. F. Wright: 
Buddhism in Chistese History, p. 9. 

* 'By the Later Han, the number of students enrolled in the State Universi^ hsd 
crown to over 30,000. It was from this group that officials were appointed’ (A. F. 
Wright: Buddhism in Chinest History, p. 15). 
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hundred years the South had been opened up and Sinified just suffi¬ 
ciently to provide an asyltim for the traditioiwd Chinese regime in its 
hour of need,* In the thirteenth century the Mongol barbarians con¬ 
quered the whole of China, and Tongking and Upper Burma as well. 
But even without a southern citadel the gentry survived once again. 
Their close-knit network of family connexions was an invisible citadel 
in itself; and this, combined with a monopoly of the understanding of 
China’s arcana imperii, made them indispensable and therefore in¬ 
vincible. The fourth-century barbarian rulers in the North tried to 
govern their Chinese subjects through the agency of Taoist and Bud¬ 
dhist administrators; the Mongols imported Muslim and Christian 
administrators;* but, sooner or later, all rulers of China before the 
Westernizing revolution of a.d. 1911 had to call in the Confucian- 
educated native Chinese gentry to make the wheels of public adminis¬ 
tration go on turning, however unsympathetic the rulers of the day may 

I The unportaoce, in Chinete hietory, of this southern citadel has been noticed in this 
Study already in vii. 357, footnote t, and in ix. 655-7, 675. In time pasasgea I 

have recognized that the citadel enabled the gentry to survive and so eventually to re- 
emerge and recapture the administration of a reconstituted Sinie univers^ sute. 
Cameron has pointed out Ooc. cit., p. 409) that at the close of the Han Age the Soudt. 
though now politically part of Chins, was culturally virgin soil, and that it was the great 
migration to the South under pressure of the barbarian invasions of the North in the 
fourth century of the Christisn Era that led to the South's being culturally sssimilsted. 
As she truly observes, the existence of this city of refuge in the South mtde the msin- 
tenance of cultural unity possible, and this accounts for the affinity of the T’ang culture 
with the Han culture. 

Even ao, the continuity was maintained only with difficul^. Wright points out that 
during the yean a.d. 31'^5S9. during which China wu politically ditnded. ‘two widely 
different cultures develops in Norm and South' (‘Buddhism and Chinese Culture^ 

S . 24; Buddhitm in Chinett Hittory, pp. 4^44). The members of the ruling clsst who 
ed to the South ‘found themselves in s rtw but recently colonial ares, much of it still 
populated by aborigines. They felt themselves exiles and behaved like 6mier6s: their 
mood was a compoxmd of chagrin, self-pity, and deep self-doubt’ ('Buddhism and 
Chinese Culture’, pp. Z4-25). ‘In cllmste, landscape, crops, diet, snd srehitecture’, the 
Souffi ‘contrasted sharply with the northern plains on whi^ their ancestors had begun 
to shape s distinctive Chinese civilization' (Buddhitm in Chintt* Histot^, p. 43). The 
maze of waterways in the Hwsi snd Ysngtse basins saved the southern citadel ofSinism 
from being overrun by the pursuing Nomad cavalry, but not from being exposed to the 
iniiltracion of the invading Indian rriigion. ‘Many of the leading members [of the emigra¬ 
tion] were bom members of the aristocracy; they tended to move from “Confuctan” 
basic education to an interest in neo-Taoism, and thence to Buddhism* ('Buddhism and 
Chhiese Culture', p. 25). Neo-Taoism fitted into the South China landKspe (Buddhitm 
in Chineie Hutoiy, p. 45). It opened the way for Buddhism by breaking the shell of 
Confucianism and by raizing questions that could not be answered from the Taoist 
scriptures (ibid., p. m). 'The virtuous but aristocratic and worldly hero of conten^rary 
Indian Buodhiam, Viinalakirti, became for them the ideal hero, outshining the idnls of 
the Confucian gentleman and the Taoist sage (ibid., p. 5a; 'Buddhism and Chinese 
Culture', p. 25). A new environment and a new religion worked together to produce 
cultural change. The emigrant socie^ in the South made new contributions to Chinese 
culture: ^ligraphy, landscape painting,poetry, the drama, the novel, Neo-Confucian¬ 
ism, critical scholarship (Cameron, loc. ctt., pp. 410-it). There is a Chinese sayirwthat, 
'with ^e southward migration, philosophy began* (ibid., p. 4x1). All this is like the 
effect on present-day Chinese civilization of the westward migration of the ‘intellectuals' 
in A.D. 193^45 under pressure of the invading Japanese armies. 

Tlius the cultural condnuity which the existence of the southern citadel made possible 
in the fourth, fiM, and sixth centuries was s continuity shot through with change, rather 
than continuity pure and simple. Even so, it presents a contrast to what happened at the 
opposite end of the Old World after the barbarian invasiona of tl^ Roman Empire. 
Hwenism found no comparable citadel—for instance, not in Byzantine Anatolia, which 
was repeatedly overrun by Persians and Arabs and was partly repopuUted by immigrant 
Armenians and Slavs. Consequently there was no comparable perpetuation of the 
Hellenic Civilization. 

' c.g. Sayyid Ejell and the Polos. 
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have been towards Confucianism, and however reluctant they may have 
been to place themselves in the gentry's hands.* 

Though I happen to have b^n bom in a former province of the 
Roman Empire, I was bom there too late to have a chance of meeting 
a Stoic-educated Roman civil servant in the flesh. It would already have 
been too late in Britain if I had been born there, not in a.d. 1889, but 
in A.D. 489. But, if 1 had been born in 1889 in China, I should have seen 
Confucian-educated civil servants still administering the Sinic universal 
state. Thb universal state, the traditional system of administering it, 
the civil service which knew how to make the system work, and the 
Confucian-educated gentry that was the dvil service’s perennial source 
of recruitment constituted, together, one single great integrated institu¬ 
tion, The continuity of this institution may be held to have counted for 
more than even the most violent of the breaches in the continuity of other 
elements of civilization in China; and, on this showing, my critics will 
have been right in maintaining that, notwithstanding the conformity of 
Chinese history to my Hellenic model down to, and including, the 
unitary regime of the Ch’in (Ts’in) and Han dynasties, this is not enough 
to justify my provisional thesis that the history of civilization in China 
since the interregnum following the fall of the Han Empire has been the 
history of a new’ civilization,* in the sense in which the history of the 
West, since the interregnum following the fall of the Roman Empire, 
has been a new chapter of history that cannot be written off as being 
nothing but a continuation of the history of the Hellenic Civilization. 

A denial of the separateness of the Western and Byzantine civiliza- 


* 'The decisive fector’ in the decline of Buddhism in Chine 'wet the revivel of the 
native tradition of Confuctanism by an important segment of the Chineae ilite. The Sui 
founder [Sui Wen-ti, originally Yang Chieo] regarded Confucian teaehinga as arid and 
boring; many of the T’eng monarchs were personally Buddhists or Taoists. Yet from the 
time of reuni^tion onwards the rulers adopted more and more of those measures of 
traditional Chinese statecraft which are usually associated with Confucienism; neither 
Taoism nor Buddhism had developed any such arsenal of social and political formulae. 
And one of the measures which [werelt^en sras the restoration of the examination 

S stem for the recruitment of officials. The content of the examination questions was. 
roushout most of the Tang, intellectually trivial, anachronistic, acrd^ince Confucian 


these texts in the hope of advancement, even though their inteUectual interests muht he 
in Buddhism or Taeiam' (Wright: 'Buddhism and Chinese Culture’, pp. 37-^8; Cp. 
Buddhism ui Chisust Histe^, pp. 64 , 86, 87). 

As the same scholar puta it m another study, Sui ideology appealed to the ranking 
values of Budd^m and Taoism and to the realdual values of endemie Confucianism 


104 and 3$3-63), on p. 73). Yang Chien was bom m a Buddhist te 
by a Buddhist monk up to the age of thirteen (ibid., p. 77). Hit 
Buddhist (ibid., p. 78). The pur used to attend Buadhiat servi 
After hia achievement of political reunification in A.D. 580, 1 


. Hit wife, toe, was a devout 
services every night (p. 78). 


establishment of a Confiidan regime at Buddhism’s expense. The Tang emperors, in 
their turn, relied on Confucianism, though they preferxW Taoism (Cameron, loc. cih, 
pp. 407-8). 

* In Toynb*$ md History, p. 266, W. Altree lists, as being common to the two phases 
of history m riMna that I uve lab^ed with the names of two different civilizations, the 
follosring major elements: '^nfucianism, the hi^y centralised state, the agnrian 
economy, the bureaucracy, the aristocracy founded on literary achievement.’ Cp. E. 
Dyason in Th$ Australian Ouslook, March, 1949, p. 59, and M. S. Bates in Christtanity 
and Crisis, vol. 15, No. 4 (aist March, 1955), pp. s 7 - 3 « 32. 
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tions from the Hellenic Civilization would be the I<^cal consequence 
of substituting a Sinic model for the Hellenic one that we arc applying 
at the moment.* But an interpretation of the history of the western end 
of the Old World in Sinic terms will demonstrate that the Sinic model 
is not applicable here, any more than the Hellenic model is applicable 
to the history of Eastern Asia since the fall of the Han Empire. The 
divergence between the courses of the two streams of history from 
point onwards turns on the difference between the subsequent fortunes 
of Christianity at the western end of the Old World and of Buddhism 
in Eastern Asia. 

In analysing the interaction between Buddhism and the Sinic Civiliza¬ 
tion on which it impinged, Wright’ presents the drama in four acts: a 
period of preparation (aj 3. 65-317); a period in which the invading 
Indian religion became domesticated in its new Sinic environment 
(A.D. 317-589); a period in which it won acceptance in the Sinic Society 
and developed new, and specifically Chinese, schools of Buddhist 
thought and practice on Chinese soil fA.D. 589-arca a.d. 900); and a 
period in which it has been appropriatea’ by the Sinic Civilization (circa 
a.i>. 900 to the present day). 

*We find the Chinese returning again and again to the ideal of a mono¬ 
lithic society, economy, and polity, supported and rationalised by a thought 
system that is wholly consistent wi^ itself and with the institutions it 
supports. The Han order approximated this ideal, and, in the Sui and the 
T'ang, Buddhism was more or less successfully integrated into the effort 
to recapture the Han ideal. Later, however, when circumstances had 
changed, the Sung synthesis rejected any separate and distinctive Buddhism 
as in conflict with the ancient holistic ideal of Chinese civilization, and 
appropriated only such parts of the faith as were compatible with this 
id^. . . 

‘Periods of disintegration and the loss of holistic and related ideals are 
the only periods in which Chinese have shown any responsiveness to alien 
ideas.’’ 

Let us apply the plot of this Sino-Buddhist drama, as Wright has 
presented it, to the history of the western end of the Old World, setting 
the dates forward by 200 years, since the Roman Empire took shape and 
broke up approximately that much later than the Han Empire. A period 
of preparation, dated a.d. 265-517, would fit well enough; and a period, 
dated a.d. 517^89, in which Christianity was domesticated in what had 

1 The unity of both the Byzentine and the Weatem Civilizatton with the Hellenic bea, 
in fact, bera effirmed by some acholan. E. R. Cuztius, for instance, has pleaded for a 
study of the Hellenic and the Western civilizadom as a unity, especially on the plane of 
literature. The field of literary study ought, Curtius maintains, to be ‘from Homer to 
Go^e’ (Merhir, i. JahrgiutB, Viertes Heft [Heft 4] (1947), pp. 49a-3). But that wo^d 
require us to ignore the Jewish vein in Western literature, and this is not less potent thw 
the Hellenic vein. The Syrisc-Hellenic culture-compon from which the Western CW- 
Uxadon hss sprung is so closely compacted and so balanced that it wuld be 

unrealistic to treat the Western Civilization or any of ita four sisters as being either 
Hellenic or Judsk exclusively. 

> In 'Buddhism and Chinese Culture', p. 19. 

> Wright hss chosen this term carefully, and insists on its exact meanmg. Tne ap- 
propris^n of Buddhism was not a process of “absorption" in the sezue of swallowing 
up, assimilation without a trace’ (Buddhism in China* History, p. 107. Cp. p. 135). 

* Wright; ibid., pp. ia 3 “ 4 * * P* ** 4 * 
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been the Hellenic World, would also pass muster. A period dated a.d. 
789-c^ca A.D. 1100, in which Chnstiani^ was fully accepted and began 
to put forth new shoots, seems to fit extremely well. But what shall we 
say of a period, running from circa a.d. iioo to the present day, in 
which Christianity is ‘appropriated' by a resurgent H^enic CivUiaa- 
tion ? We cannot bring this last of the four transferred Sinic formulae into 
any relation with the Western historical facts, even when we have made 
the most that can be made of the twelfth-century Western philosophical 
renaissance of Hellenism and the fifteenth-century Western literary, 
artistic, and political one. No presentation of Western history can make 
sense of the proposition that, in the course of the last eight and a half 
centuries, Christianity has b^n appropriated by the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion on which it impinged in the <^ys of the Roman Empire; for, what¬ 
ever may have happened to Christianity during this latest age, it is 
certain that the Hellenic Civilization was extinct long before the 
beginning of the twelfth century. At the western end of the Old World 
the present age is a Post-Hellenic age. It is the age of two Hellenistic 
Christian or ex-Christian civilizations. It is evident that the Sinic 
model does not fit either the history of Christianity or the history of 
civilization at the western end of the Old World since the fall of the 
Roman Empire any better than the Hellenic model fits the history of 
Buddhism and the history of civilization in Eastern Asia since the fall 
of the Han Empire. In this chapter of history the two regions display 
two different historical configurations. In Eastern Asia continui^ 
prevails, on the whole, over discontinuity; at the other end of the Old 
World it is the other way round. 

This issue of continuity versus discontinuity is raised by the contrast 
between Christianity’s triumph in the former domiun of the Hellenic 
Civilization and Buddhism’s failure to achieve the same apparently 
manifest destiny in Eastern Asia. The same issue is raised in regard to 
the history of civilization in India by a metamorphosis of indigenous 
Indian rehgion which was so revolutionary as to ^ comparable to the 
introduction of foreign religions—the Mahiayana and Christianity—into 
China and the Hellenic World. 

In the course of the last two centuries B.c. and the early centuries of 
the Christian Era, Indian religion underwent a transformation like the 
contemporary transformation of the Buddhist philosophy into the 
Mahayana. The religion that had been introduced into India by her 
Aryan invaders at some time during the latter part of the second millen¬ 
nium B.C. had much in common with the religion of the Aryas' kinsmen 
who had invaded Europe. The Aryan pantheon resembled ^e Hellenic: 
it was imagined in the likeness of a barbarian war-band. The Aryan 
religious ritual resembled the Roman: what mattered was correct pro¬ 
cedure—the right form of w'ords and the right physical gestures. The 
worshippers’ approach to the gods was magical, or, in so far as it was 
rationalized, leg^istic. But, before the close of the first millenniiim of 
the Christian Era, the Indian religious landscape had changed out of all 
recognition. The Aryan religious scriptures, while still nominally 
sacrosanct and authoritative, ^d practi<^y been shelved in fovour of 
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what purported to be no more than a commentary but was virtually a 
new canon. The gods were now represented in visual form in graven 
images, as the Buddha and the bodhisattvas had been represented since 
the irruption of the Hellenic Civilization into India in 183 B.c. after the 
fall of the Maurya Empire. These images of the gods were eventually 
housed in temples; and the gods were no longer conceived of as being 
a troop of superhuman military adventurers. The latter-day Hindu 
gods, whether they are survivors of the Aryan pantheon or revenants 
from the Pre-Aryan world of the Indus Culture, are awe-inspiring 
individual figures, each representing some fecet of Absolute Reality. 
The relation between each of them and her or his worshippers is a 
personal one which is highly charged with emotion. The god is a fount 
of grace and the worshipper is the god’s devotee. It is, in fact, the rela¬ 
tion that, in the Buddhist fold, grew up simultaneously between the 
devotee and his chosen bodhisattva in the course of the evolution of the 
Mahayana. 

This was a change of religious climate in India that was of the same 
order of magnitude as the change produced in Eastern Asia by the 
arrival of the Mahayana and at the western end of the Old World by the 
arrival of Christianity. Was the consequent break of historical con¬ 
tinuity in India great enough to warrant us in regarding what followed 
as being the history of a new civilization affiliated to, but distinct from, 
the antecedent Indie Civilization, as the Byzantine and Western Christian 
civilizations are distinct from, though afi^ted to, the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion ? Or shall we judge that in India, as in China, ffie break in continuity, 
while comparable, as far as it went, to the break separating the Hellenic 
Civilization from its successors, was more than offset by the survival 
of elements of the antecedent culture which managed to weather the 
religious revolution ? In the history of civilization in China continuity 
prevailed over discontinuity, as we have seen, owing to the survival of a 
social class with a potent cultural heritage: the Confucian-educated 
gentry which was a potential seminary for civil servants capable of re¬ 
habilitating the Sinic universal state that had originally been established 
by the Ch in (Ts’in) and Han dynasties. If we apply this Chinese clue 
to a further examination of Indian history, we shall find that, in India as 
in China, historical continuity was maintained by the survival of a 
social class occupying a key position. 

In Indian society ffie master activity was not the civil administration, 
as it was in Chinese society; it was the religious ministry. The Brahman 
caste was therefore the Indian counterpart of the Chinese Conftidan- 
educated gentry; and the Brahmans man^d to maintain their monopoly 
of the religious ministry in India in spite of the radical transforma¬ 
tion of the spirit, as well as the practice, of Indian religion in the course 
of a millennium running from ffie beginning of the second century B.c. 
In view of this parallel between Indian and Chinese histoiy at this 
stage, it will perhaps be prudent to suspend my provisional division of 
the history of India into the histories of two civilizations, one following 
the other. There is perhaps more to be said in favour of this division 
in the Indian case than there is in the Chinese. We have seen that, in 
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addition to the religious revolution which Indian history has in common 
with Chinese history and with my Hellenic model, the political con¬ 
figuration of the Hellenic model—disunity eventually replaced by unity 
as a result of a long series of devastating wars—recurs in Indian history 
in the chapter following the religious revolution, in contrast to the 
corresponding chapter of Chinese history, which docs not conform to 
the Hellenic pattern, but takes an Egyptiac course. All the same, the 
maintenance of the Brahmans* monopoly of the religious ministry gives 
Indian history a continuity,* throughout the period running from the 
Aryan invasion to the impact of the West, which is comparable to the 
continuity of Chinese history since die rise of the Confucian-educated 
gentry, and which has no parallel in the history of the western end of the 
Old World. 

In 1930, when I was writing the first volume of this book, I believed, 
on the authority of a leading Egyptologist, J. H. Breasted, that the 
history of the Egyptiac Civilization aiforded, in the worship of Osiris, 
an example of a religious movement which closely resembled the history 
of Christianity.* In the worship of Osiris ‘we are confronted’, according 
to Breasted,* ‘by a religion of the people, which made a strong appeal to 
the individual believer’—in contrast to the worship of Re the sun-god of 
Heliopolis, whose worship was part of the prerogative of Pharaoh and 
his court. Re was believ^ to b«tow immortality on Pharaoh and his 
immediate entourage at the price of the building of pyramids. The 
labour required for this was a grievous burden on the people’s shoulders, 
and it brought the labourers no return in the shape of immortality, 
which, for Egyptians of all ranks, was the supreme goal of human 
endeavours. The people gave their devotion to Osiris because he offered 
the possibility of immortality for all men. The Osirian religion, as pre¬ 
sented by Breasted, has a striking resemblance to Christianity in its 
popular appeal; and the resembl^ce would be still closer if it were 
proven that the Osirian religion was not indigenous in Egypt but was a 
version of the Sumeric worship of Tammuz. 

However that may be, the surviving Egyptiac literature of the age of 
the Middle Empire docs testify that, in the latter days of the Old 
Kingdom, there had been a ‘secession of the proletariat’ in the sense in 
which the term is used in this Study. Later evidence—for instance, the 
Book of Ac Dead—also testifies that eventually Ae people did achieve 
Aeir ambition of securing a possibility of immortality for all men, and 
achieved it through Ac worship of C^ris. Breasted’s succeswre have, 
however, now rejected Breasted’s Aeses that Ae Osirian religion was 
originally a specifically popular one, that Acre was an opposition, in the 
latter days of Ae Old Kingdom, between Ae worship of Osiris and the 
worship of Re, and Aat this religious conflict was the reflection of a 

* Th« Rev. E. R. Hardy, Jr. querie* whether I do not 'execrate the d^crence 
between modem Hinduiam and preyiou* atagea of Indian religion (The Intmt oj 

bte't Uutory: A Coop*ratioi Ap^aisal). 

* See p. 95, footnote 1. Breaated’a interpretation of this chapter of the religio^ 
history of the Egyptiac World ia expounded in Tkt Devilopment of HtUgioH and Tkottght 
in Ancufit J^ypt ^ndon 19x2, Hodder & Stoughton). 

) Op. cit., p. 140, quoted in the preaent work m L 141. 
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$<xial one.* On this now current interpretation of Egyptiac religious 
history, my Hellenic model does not fit the Egyptiac facts as closely as it 
would fit ^em if Breasted's account of them still held the fidd. 

In analysing my Hellenic model I isolated two further elements. One 
of these was the barbarians, with their gift for epic poetry, their taste 
for adopting higher religions in hereti^ forms, and their failure to 
make substantial contributions to the creation of new civilizations. The 
other element was renaissances. In contrast to the element in our Hellenic 
model represented by the role of Christianity as the chrysalis of new 
civilizations, barbarians and renaissances occur fi'equently in non- 
Hellenic contexts. I have surveyed their occurrences already,* and there¬ 
fore need not repeat the operation here. 

Bagby has applied his Hellenic and Western pattern of an Age of 
Faith followed by an Age of Reason to the histories of the other civiliza¬ 
tions on his list. His findings* are that this pattern is plainly visible in 
early Chinese (in my terminology, ‘Sinic’) history and is also visible in 
early Indian (Tndic’) history—^in this case with a tendency towards over¬ 
elaboration, towards the close of the Age of Faith, which comes closer to 
the Western version of the pattern than to the Hellenic and Sinic 
versions. He finds traces of the process of rationalization in the histories 
of the Sumero-Akkadian, Egyptiac, Andean, and Middle American 
civilizations.^ 

It will now be evident that the different elements in my Hellenic 
model are not all of equal service as keys for elucidating uniformities in 
the configuration of the histories of dvilizations. In uie cases of four 
elements out of my five, and of Bagby’s further element, the Hellenic 
pattern is reproduced both closely and frequently. For instance, the 
process of rationalization indisputably occurred in the histories of the 
Western, Sinic, Andean, and Middle American civilizations. Renais¬ 
sances on the pattern of the renaissances of Hellenism in the Western 
and Byzantine worlds indisputably occurred in the later phases of the 
history of dvilization in Cluna, India, the Tigris-Euphrates basin, and 
Egypt, whether we interpret these later phases as being the histories of 
separate dvilizations or whether we interpret them as being merely a 

< 7 *his chtnge of view emona Ecyptologisa hts been noticed elreedy on j>. 9^, foot¬ 
note I. Breested’s view, as reproduced by me, i* criticized by L. Tborrtaike m TJu 
Journal of Modem History, vox. vii. No. 3 (September, 1935), pp. 3 i 5 “i 7 » “nd by H. 
Frankfort in The Birth of CmBsation in Du Hear East, p. 27. 

a For barberiaiu, see v. 194—337 and viii. t-S?; for renaissences, see iz. l—166. 

1 See Cultto’e amd History, p. ziz. 

* I agree with these findings, and the correspondences seem to be both close and 
numerous enotigh to wsirani our regarding this psttem u l»ing one of the established 
uniformities in the configuration of the histories of civilizations. Bagby the aa^a 
pattern in the history of his ‘Near Eastern’ (i.e. Spengler’s ‘Magizn ) Civilization. He 
sees here an age of ftith in the first five centuries 01 the Christian Era, marked by Early 
ChristiamTy.^aoplatonism, and the phases of Judaism and of Zorosatrianiam that find 
their respective expressiortt in the Talmud and the Zend. His age of reason in thu case 
is ushered in by tne epiphany of Islam, whose role he equates with Protestant Chm- 
tianity’s in Western history, and It comes to maturity with the lalamie World s reception 
of Hdlenic science and philosophy. Evidently there is something to be said for this 
interpretation. But, if we accept it, we shall have, on the analog of it, to distingmsh an 
age of faith and a subsequent age of reason within the medieval age of Weetem hiMory, 
though this, as Bagby sees it, is all one age of hhh. The reception of Aristotle in the 
medieval West was no less, and no more, a triumph of reason than the previous reception 
of him in Dir-sl*Islim. 
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continuation of the preceding phase in each case. Barbarians break out 
in other times of trouble besides the Hellenic and break through the 
frontiers of other universal states besides the Roman Empire. The 
political configuration of our Hellenic model recurs, as we have already 
reckoned, in the histories of at least nine other civilizations.^ On the 
other hand, this element in our Hellenic model entirely fiiils, as we have 
seen, to fit the political history of the World. The configuration 

of Egyptiac political history is not only different; it is antithetical. In 
Hellenic history the univer^ state is the last phase; in Egyptiac history 
it is the first. And, when we come to the procreation of affiliated civiliza¬ 
tions through the agency of a higher religion serving as a chrysalis, we 
find our Hellenic model failing to provide a key more often than it suc¬ 
ceeds.* This element in the model does recur, as we have seen, in 
Chinese and Indian history, and perhaps in Egyptiac history too; but, 
in each of these other instances, ^e break in continuity does not seem 
decisive enough to entitle me to confirm my provisional interpretation 
of what comes after the break as being the history of a new civilization. 

4. A CHINESE ALTERNATIVE MODEL FOR CIVILIZATIONS 

We have now carried out our re-examination of the applicability of 
the Hellenic model as a key to the interpretation of the histories of other 
civilizations; and, as a result, the use of this model in previous volumes 
of this book has, I should say, vindicated itself. The Hellenic model 
evidently does throw considerable light on the historical structure of 
civilizations as a species; and the results of the re-examination indicate, 
it seems to me, that I have not gone astray in employing the model up to 
its full capacity. I have, however, I should now say, been at fault in 
having been content, up to this point, to operate with the Hellenic 
model only. Though this particular key has opened many doors, it has 
not proved omnicompetent. We have seen, for example, that it has not 
opened the door to an understanding of the structure of Egyptiac history. 
This and other cases in which it has proved not to fit ought to have made 
me aware of its limitations and to have led me, not to lose confidence 
in the results obtained with this key, as far as these results go, but to 
try other keys as well.^ ‘The paranoiac or monomaniac has to fit all 
phenomena to a pet idea.*-* I do not want to cast myself for this self- 
defeating role. Perhaps I can avoid it if I take to heart two pieces of 
good advice that have been offered to me by W. Kaufmann.* He warns 
me to pay attention to evidence that appears to contradict my theories, 
and to test my theories, where the evidence does seem to me to bear them 

« Se« p. 173. 

* T. A. SumberR questions ‘whether churches sre universsUy the link between the 
desth snd birth of lasted civilisations’ (Social Research, vol. 14, No. 3 (September, 1947), 
pp. *67^). 

) This p<wt has been taken by the Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. ‘One wonders whether a 
scholar starting on the same enterprise &ora a Chinese or Indian, or even an Islamic, 
perapective might not have made something quite different and equally true* (The 
Intent of Toynbee’s Hittorv: A Cooperative Appraitol). 

* A. L. Kroeber: The Nature of Cu/ture, pp. 81-82. 

> In Toynbee and History, p. 211. Cp. R. L. Shinn: Christiamty and the Problem of 
History, p. 15. 
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out, by considering whether the same evidence may not ako bear out 
alternative constructions.* I will also recall a maxim of Cohen’s that I 
have quoted already in a different context.* 

‘The safeguard^ against bias is ... to explore one’s preconceptions, to 
make them explicit, to consider their alternatives, and thus to multiply the 
number of hypotheses available for the apprehension of historical sig¬ 
nificance.’* 

Acting on these counsels in the present case means mountii^ other 
models besides the Hellenic-Byzantine-Westem model and seeing 
what results we obtain by applyii^ these, in turn, to the same body of 
evidence. Theoretically the Egyptiac model might be the most illuminat¬ 
ing, since the Egyptiac Civiliz^on is apparently the most recalcitrant of 
all to attempts to interpret its history in Hellenic terms. This choice, 
however, would have a practical drawback. The Egyptiac culture became 
extinct as long ago as the fourth or fifth century of the Christian Era. 
An observer looking at history from the Egyptiac standpoint would 
therefore not be in a position to take into account the fifteen or sixteen 
hundred years that luve elapsed since then. It is true that he would 
have more than double that length of time to survey in looking back¬ 
wards from the evening of the Egyptiac Civilization to its dawn. All the 
same, his historical horizon would be a restricted one by comparison 
with the horizon of a present-day observer’s field of vision. This tells in 
favour of retaining a present-day standpoint; and, if we are to shift our 
ground from a Western present-day standpoint to some other, a Chinese 
present-day standpoint is perhaps the most promising for our purpose. 

Let me suppose, for instance, that China, not England, had been my 
own birthplace in a.d. 1889. I should then have had the Confucian 
equivalent of an Hellenic classical education. After having prepared 
myself to sit for the civil service examination, I should probably have 
been just too late to try my fortune before the abolition of this 1,300- 
years-old institution in A.D. 1905. But I should already have been diuled 
in the classics so thoroughly that they would have governed my outlook 
ever since, whatever might have been my experience since the Revolu¬ 
tion of A-D. 1911. My picture of world history would, in fact, have been 
deteitnined by my picture of Chinese history, and I should have seen 
Chinese history through the eyes of the first oecumenical Chinese 
historian, Ssu-ma Ch’ien (oioefta/ circa 145B.C.-90B.C.) and his continu- 
ators the compilers of the successive dynastic histories. 

Looking at current events and the long vista of their antecedents 
through these classically trained eyes, I should not have been taken by 
surprise when, in 1911, the uiiitaiy regime of the Ch’ing (Manchu) 
dynasty, under which China had been living by then for more than a 
quarter of a millennium, dissolved into anarchy, nor again when, in 
1948-9, this bout of anarchy was brought to an end by the establishment 
of another unitary regime. Both these revolutionary events would have 

> Cp. Sir Llewellyn Woodw&rd's observetions quotcxl on p. t 68 . 

s See p. 6 e, footnote 3. ^ 

> M. K. Cobm: Mtamng of Human History, p. 8e. Cp. p. Z15. 
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conformed to the age-old pattern of Chinese history as this had been 
presented by Ssu-ma Cb*ien and his successors. In their view, which 
would consequently have been my view, Chinese history had run in a 
rhythmical series of alternations between bouts of unity and order and 
bouts of disunity and anarchy. No bout of either kind had ever come to 
stay; and it could be predicted with confidence that halcyon days would 
give way to rough weather, and that the roughest weaker would give 
way in its turn, sooner or later, to halcyon days. These predictions could 
be made by induction from a canonical record that, by a.d. 1911, 
extended over a span of not much less than five thousand years.‘ An 
empirical verification of this alternating rhythm in Chinese history 
would, however, have seemed superfluous to a classically educated 
mind. The rhythm’s presence here—and everywhere—was guaranteed 
by the fact that it was the fundamental rhytW of the Universe: the 
perpetual alternation of a Yin state of quiescence with a Yang burst of 
activity.^ In the view of the Chinese Weltanschauung, the course of non¬ 
human nature and the course of human affairs are akin to each other 
not merely in the general sense that either realm is subject to a set of 
laws. Their relation to each other is, on this view, much more intimate 
than that. An identical set of laws governs them both and thereby gears 
them together.* 

Looking at history with these Chinese eyes in the nineteen-twenties, 
when I was making my notes for this book, I should, of course, have 
taken Chinese, not Hellenic, history as my model, and I should have 
seen Chinese history as a series of successive realizations of the ideal of a 
universal state, punctuated by intermediate lapses into disunion and 
disorder. The phases of both kinds had varied considerably in length, 
so that, in the field of human history, the Yin-Yang rhythm would be 
cyclical without having any regular periodicity. The succession of uni¬ 
tary phases ran back from the Ch’ing (Manchu) regime, under which 
I had been bom,* to the Ming and the Yuan fMongol), with intervening 
bouts of disunion that had been relatively orief. The pre-Yiian bout 
of disunion had lasted for about 150 years; the preceding unitary Sung 
regime for 167 years; the bout of disunion before that for about half a 
century; the unitary T’ang regime, with its Sui overture, for more than 
three centuries before that; the preceding bout of disunion for about 
four centuries (reckoning back, beyond the collapse of the United Chin 

* The ctnon of Chinese histoz? established by Ssu-tna Ch'ien purported to trace the 
origins of Chinese Civilisation back to the early centuries of the third millennium B.c. 
Recent archaeological research traces these oiigit>* back no farther tlttn d>e thirteenth 
century b.c., if they are to be equated with the transition, in China, to the Bronze Age 
from the Neolithic Age. 

* This point has been taken by the Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. 'Perhaps ... the Hindu or 
Buddhist view of world-cycles is a truer picture of what Indian or Chinese history feels 
like to the Indian or Chinese observer tbsut our Western and Christian picture of succes¬ 
sive sttges leading to a definite end' (Tht InUnt of Toynbeo'i Histo^: A Cooperativ* 
Appraim). 

* Compare the view that became current in the Sumero-Akkadian World at least as 
early aa the eighth century B.c. (m pp. 33^a). 

* According to the claaskal Chinese doctnne, I had been bom under it wherever 
my birth-place happened to be, since aU the kingdoms of the Earth were setelUtes of the 
Middle Kingdom, even if their rulers were unurillisg to acknowledge tbia political 
verity, Or were blankly ignorant of it. 
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(Tsin), to the collapse of the Posterior Han); the unitary Han regime, 
with its Ch*in (Ts’in) overture, for about four centuries before that, 
piinctuated by two sharp but short bouts of anarchy in a.d. 9-25 and 
207 B.C.-2 B.C. 

From the fall of the Ch’ing unitary regime in a.d. 1911 back to the 
establishment of the Ch*in (Ts’io) unitary regime in 221 b.c. , the traditional 
model of Chinese history corresponds to the historical facts. But, as 

A. F. Wright has pointed out,* this model is a myth created and pro¬ 
pagated by the Confucian litterati. They have glozed over cracks, devia¬ 
tions, and tensions, and have ignored radic^ Chinese critics of the 
Chinese way of life. 'The result is a self-image of the civilization which 
has a deceptive symmetry, a self-consistency that belongs to its myth 
and not to its history.’* According to this myth, ‘the history of China' 
has been 'the record of men striving to realise the ideals of the sages’.* 
Simplified images tend to harden from hypotheses into articles of 
faith,< and Chinese traditionalists have cajoled themselves into giving 
credence to a presentation of the Pre-Han history of China which bears 
little resemblance to the reality. 

We have noticed* that, from the Han Age inclusive back to the dawn 
of the Sinic Civilization, the configuration of Chinese history conforms 
to the Hellenic model. At the earliest date at which the record of Chinese 
history comes into clear focus—and this is no earlier than the ninth or 
eighth century B.c. —China makes her appearance on the scene as a 
politically disunited world of local states, and the political unity that she 
eventually attained under the Ch’in (Ts’in) and Han dynasties was the 
consequence of a long-drawn-out series of ever more devastating inter¬ 
state wars. Throughout the age preceding the political unification of 221 

B. C., China was, however, already a unity on &e cultural plane; and on 
this plane her greatest intellectual creative work was done during the 
politically catastrophic period of the Contending States, before her 
political unity was achieved. This was the age of the founders of almost 
all the schools of Chinese philosophy, including Confucius himself, 
whose school w'as eventually canonized as the cla^ical one. Confucius 
was a conservative. He never dreamed of an effective political unification 
of the Chinese World. Ch’in Shih Hwang-ti’s work would have shocked 
him; and Han Liu P’ang’s modification of it would have pleased him 
hardly any better. Conmcitis, like Plato and Aristotle, took p>olitical 
disunity for granted. This authentic configuration of early Chinese 
history—including the contemporaneity of political disuni^ and in¬ 
tellectual achievement—^bears an unmistakable resemblance to the 
configuration of early Hellenic history, and differs entirely from the 
pattern of subsequent Chinese history that has been taken by Chinese 
scholars since the Han Age as their model for Chinese history as a whole. 
Consequently, this model could not be applied to early Chinese history 

> In a paper on ‘The Study of Chinese Civilisation', presented to the Seminar on the 
Comparative Study of Civiluationa at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral 
Sctencca, Stanford, California, 4th March, p- 5* 

> Loc. cit., p. 6. Cp. Buddhim in Chines* History, p. 123. 

> 'The Study of Chineae Civilization', p. 7. 

4 Ibid., p. 35. 


* On p. 173. 
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without doing violence to the facts; and the scholars did this violence 

rather than renounce their quest of self-consistency and symmetry. 

Having correctly observed that the later unitary regimes were con¬ 
scious and deliberate restorations of the Ch*in (Ts*in)-Han unitary 
regime, Chinese scholars assumed that this too must have been a restora¬ 
tion of some earlier regime, and accordingly they extrapolated their 
series of phases of unity, backwards in time, through a Chou and a 
Shang and a Hsia restoration of an ideal polity supposedly founded by 
primordial sages. These sages are perhaps gods reduced to human sta¬ 
ture; the Hsia regime is legendary, so far as we know; the Shang and 
Chou regimes were realities; their historicity is attested by surviving 
material remains of their cultures, including such instructive contem¬ 
porary documents as the Shang inscriptions on ‘oracle bones’. But there 
is no evidence to suggest that either the Shang or the Chou regime was a 
polity of the same order as the Ch*in (Ts'in) and Han regimes and their 
subsequent avatars.* Our only sure evidence for conditions in China in 
the Shang age is that of the artefacts disinterred by modem archaeolo¬ 
gists, and these give us no information about the political structure or 
the territorial extent of the Shang state. As for the Chou, when the 
curtain rises on the scene of Chinese history, they are no more than 
rois /(xindants, like the Japanese Emperors during the seven centuries 
preceding the Meiji Restoration. Their political suzerainty over the 
contending local states was nominal. Their authority may have been 
greater beiore their disaster in 771 b.c., when a vassal prince combined 
with a barbarian war-band to sa^ their capital city. But it is unlikely that, 
even at the height of their power, the Chou were the rulers of an effective 
unitary empire comparable to the regime that was established by Ch*in 
Shih Hwang-ti in 221 B.c.* Pace the traditional presentation of Chinese 
history, the effective unification that Shih Hwang-ti achieved and that 
Liu P’ang salvaged must in truth have been an unprecedented achieve¬ 
ment, as the work of Caesar and Augtistus was in the Hellenic World. 

The traditional presentation of Chinese history would have been 
impressed upon the mind of a Confucian-educated Chinese scholar 
bom in 1S89; and, if, having been bom too late to sit for the last of the 
dvil service examinations, he had made his way to one of the new 
American universities in China and had widened his historical horizon 
by adding some Western knowledge to his Chinese stock, probably he 
would st^ have applied the traditional Chinese model of the course of 
history in taking his bearings in his extended field of inquiry. 

t This point hss been made 00 p. 275, footnote 1. Bagby takes the same negative view 
of them (Culture and }iisu»y, p. 3!0). 

s In this point the early history of Jspan perhaps comes neaxer than the early histoiy 
of China comes to fitting the traoitionel Chinese model. From the reorganizstion of the 
japeoese imp«ial regime in a . s . 645, on the pattern of the oontemporaiy T*ai^ imperial 
regime in Chine, down to the triiunph of feudalism over the imperial administreoon in 
the twelfth century, the Japanese imperial government does seem to have exercised 
some degree of effective power—though, no doubt, this was a wastiog asset end was never 
anything like so effective as the TokuMwa regir^ and its successors have been. In 
copying the contemporary T'ang, the Japanese imperial government waa modelling 
its^f on a centralizing re^me is contemporary China that certainly worked effectively 
in its earlier stages. There is no evidence thst the Chou dynasty of China in its first 
phase had any similar model to serve it as a standard. 
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If he had begun by applying the traditional Chinese model to Egyp- 
tiac history, the result would have encouraged him to persevere; for the 
Chinese model fits the facts of Egyptiac history from beginning to end. 
In the Egyptiac Old Kingdom we have, at the dawn of history, a unitary 
regime which is neither legendary like the Hsia nor shadowy like the 
Chou, but is authentic and substwtial. And, from that first beat of the 
Yin-Yang rhythm in the Old Kingdom, this rhythm marches on through 
the First Intermediate Period of Egyptiac history, the Middle Empire, 
the Second Intermediate Period, the New Empire, and a series of 
revivals of the New Empire in which, as in the corresponding stage of 
Chinese history, the empire-builders’ role comes to be filled more and 
more frequently by foreigners—in the Egyptiac case, Libyans, EtWo- 
pians, A^yrians, Persians, Macedonians, Romans—with indigenous 
dynasties putting in an appearance more and more rarely. 

If our imaginary Chinese inquirer had nuned his attention to the 
Tigris-Euphrates basin next, be would have found himself, to begin 
wi^, in a world divided politically among a number of local states, and 
he would not have been able to detect the expected rhythm till the rise 
of the dynasty of Agade; but, from that date onwards, he would have 
been able to trace a rhythmic alternation of political unifications and 
disruptions over an area that eventually expanded to embrace some of the 
Tigris-Euphrates basin’s hinterlands. The series of unitary regimes here 
would run from the dynasty of Agade through the Third Dynasty of Ur, 
the First Dynasty of Babylon, the Assyrian Empire, the Neobaby- 
lonian Empire, d^e Achaemenian Empire, the ^leucid Monarchy, 
the Parthian Empire, the Sasanian Empire,‘ the Arab Caliphate, the 
Caliphate’s Saljuq successor-state, the Mongol Il-Khanate, the Timurid 
Empire, the Safawi Empire, and finally the short-lived empire of 
Nadir Shah, an Afshar Turkish war-lord who was a veritable reincarna¬ 
tion of Naramsin or Tiglath-Pileser III. By Nadir’s day the Sumerian 
language had been extinct for more than three thousand years and the 
Akkadian for nearly seventeen hundred years, and their cuneiform 
script had become a riddle of the Sphinx; but the military and political 
rhyUim which the war-lords of Agade had started up had gone rolling 
on for more than four thousand years. 

Turning from the Tigris-Euphrates basin to India, a Chinese student 
of the morphology of history might fail, at first glance, to detect here 
any trace of the Sinic pattern. In India, in contrast to the Ti^s- 
Euphrates basin and its Iranian hinterland, the unitary political regimes 
are echeloned at long intervals down the corridors of time; and, when 
they make their ap{>earance, they are short-lived. At first glance Indian 
history may look l^e a shapeless welter of disorder. Yet four plateaux 
stand out above the morass—the Maurya, the Gupta, the Mughal, and 
the British Raj—and these are enough to certify that the Chinese 
rhythm is in operation in India too, though here the rhythm labours 
like the engine of a car ploughing its way through a bog. 

If our Chinese surveyor now switches to the western end of the Old 

> The Pirthian end Sestnien empiree ere migned to m cyde of the history of the 
Tigns-Euphrstes bssin by R. Coulbom in ToynUt and p. 16a. 
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World, he will find himself here in the dilemma that confronted his 
Chinese predecessors when they had to deal with the age of Chinese 
history before the unification of China by Ch*in Shih Hwang-tt. Either 
he must jettison a model derived from the configpration of Chinese 
history since the epKxdi-making year 221 b.c., or else he must invent a 
fictitious history of the prcoAugustan Hellenic World, as Chinese 
scholarship did invent a nctitious history of the pre-Shih Hwang>ti 
Sinic World, to fit a pattern to which the authentic configuration of this 
phase of history (^not be made to conform. A fictitious reconstruc* 
tion of pre>Augustan Hellenic history on these traditional Chinese lines 
would have to be made of bricks without straw. The only potential 
materials would be the brief interlude of unity represented by Philip 11 
of Macedon’s League of Corinth, and, before that, a shadowy Minoan 
and a hardly more substantial Achaean thalassocrac^, both of which 
antedate the dawn of Hellenic history. And, in this reconstruction of 
early Hellenic history, as in the corresponding reconstruction of early 
Chinese history, one would have to write off the most signal of the 
reconstructed civilization’s creative intellectual achievements as being 
by-products of a bout of political disunity which was just one in a series 
of unfortunate lapses from the normal unitary regime. Evidently the 
application of the traditional Chinese model would make the same non¬ 
sense of early Hellenic history as it makes of early Chinese history. 

On the other hand, the model fits well enough if, starting from the 
Roman Empire, the surveyor moves, not backward, but forward, in time 
from the year 31 B.c. and keeps his eye fixed on the Empire’s central and 
eastern sections, which were the heart-land of this Hellenic universal 
state and came to be the seat of the imperial government after its loca¬ 
tion at Nicomedia by Diocletian in a.d. 284 and at Constantinople 
by Constantine I in A.D. 324-30. In this heart-land the Yin-Yang 
rhythm now promptly dedares itself. The punctuations of disunity 
and disorder in a.d. 69 and a.d. 193-7 were repeated and intensified 
in an agonizing half-century of anarchy running from 235 to 285. 
The subsequent Diocletianic-Constantinian restoration was mllowed by 
a collapse after the imperial army’s disastrous defeat by the Goths at 
Adrianople in 378. But this dangerous reverse, too, was quickly retrieved 
by a steady recovery in the course of the fifth century. A fresh collapse 
was brought upon the Hellenic universal state by Justinian I {imperahat 
A.D. 527-^5). He overstrained it through his misguided attempt at re¬ 
expansion; and this over-exertion was followed by a fresh bout of 
anarchy, lasting from 602 to 717, which was at least as agonizing, and 
was twice as long, as the bout in the years 235-85. But in 717 the univer¬ 
sal state was restored once more by Leo Syrus; and, after that, unity 
and order were maintained till 1071; were re-established in 1081; and 
were maintained again till 1186. The revolt of the Bulgars in that year, 
and the Western Christians’ sack of Constantinople and partition of the 
East Roman Empire in 1204, precipitated a chaos that lasted for nearly 
two himdred years. But, in the later decades of the fourteenth century, 
unity was restored, yet again, by the 'Osmanlis. The new ’Caesar of 
Rome' {Qaysar-i-Rum) re-expanded the restored universal state up to 
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the limits in South-Eastern Europe and in the Tigris-Euphrates 
basin that had been attained by the Emperor Trajan {imperabat a.d. 
08-117); and this Turkish Roman Empire maintained itself for some 
tour hundred years (a.D. 1372-1774), with punctuations of disaster and 
disorder at the turn of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and 
again after the failure, in 1683, of the second Ottoman siege of Vienna. 
The defeat of the Ottoman Empire in the Russo-Ottoman war of 1768- 
74 was the beginning of the end. Yet, even after that, there was a rally 
in the first halt of the nineteenth century. In South-Eastern Europe the 
Ottoman Empire did not finally break up till 1878, and in South-West 
Asia not till 1918. The last Ottoman Qaysar-i-Rum was deposed—and 
the office abolished—by the Emp>eror’s own subjects in a.d. 1922, 116 
years after the renunciation of the title of Roman Emperor by the last 
holder of it in the West. 

Here, in an epilogue to Hellenic history which has its starting-point 
in 31 B.C., we have a counterpart of the pattern of Chinese history since 
221 B.c. which is almost as exact a replica of it as the course of Egyptiac 
history is from beginning to end. And in the Levant, as in China, this 
persistent rhythm does not peter out till a date that, in 1961, was still 
within living memory. The Hellenic universal state, however, had some 
backward outlying provinces round the shores of the western basin of 
the Mediterranean, including Italy and Rome itself, the semi-barbarian 
city that had been the universal state’s political nucleus. To complete 
our test of the applicability of the Chinese model to the history of the 
western end of the Old World, we must apply it in the extreme west too; 
and the experiment will show that here, from a.d. 378 onwards, the 
Chinese m(^el fails to fit the historical facts as signally as it fails in the 
Hellenic World as a whole down to 31 b.c. and in China itself down to 
221 B.c. 

In the West the fifth century of the Christian Era, which was an age 
of recovery in the central and eastern sections of the Hellenic World, 
was an age of disintegration that ended, in a.d. 476, in the suppression 
of the imperial office here and in a nominal reunification of the whole 
empire under the imperial government at Constantinople. This was 
mere camouflage for a partition of the western provinces among a 
number of barbarian successor-states. In the sixth century Justinian— 
at an excessive cost to the stamina of the universal state’s heart-land— 
turned the Constantinopolitan Government’s title into a reality in Italy, 
part of North-West Africa, and a smaller part of Spain. But this re¬ 
expansion of the Hellenic universal state was ephemeral; it was all 
undone in the course of the two hundred years following Justinian's 
death in 565; and the West remained disunited and derelict till the later 
decades of the eighth century, when the Frankish Carolingians restored 
the empire in the West—as, in the Levant, in the later decades of the 
fourteenth century, it was restored by the 'Osmanlis. 

After the coronation of Charlem^ne at Rome on Christmas Day, 
A.D. 800, the former domain of the Hellenic Civilization harboured 
two effective states—one centred on Gaul and the other on Anatolia— 
each of which claimed to be the Hellenic universal state’s legitimate 
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representative. This self-contradictory political situation would not 
perplex a Chinese scholar. In Chinese history it has at least two counter¬ 
parts in the coexistence of the barbarian northern empire of the Wei 
with an indigenous southern empire (the Sung, Ch'i and Liang regimes) 
from A.D. 439 to aj). 534, and again in the coexistence of the barbarian 
northern empire of the Kin, followed by the Mongols, with another 
indigenous southern empire (the Sung) from 1127 to 1279. In China on 
each of these occasions, the next phase was the re-establishment of unity 
as a result of an annexation of the south by the north. This was achieved 
by the Sui in A.D. 589 and by the Mongols (YUan) in a.d. 1279. With 
these precedents in mind, a Chinese scholar, coming fresh to Western 
history, would wait expectantly for a political reunification of the entire 
Hellenic World in the ninth century of the Christian Era through a 
Carolingian conquest of the Constantinopolitan Roman Empire.' But in 
the nin^ century, as in the fifth, the history of the West obstinately 
took an un-Chinese and un-Byzantine course. 

So far from armexing Anatolia, the Carolingians lamentably failed to 
maintain their empire in Gaul. The West now went through another 
bout of political disunity and barbarian invasion; and, since the formal 
partition of the Carolingian Empire in 843, the reunification of 
most of the former western provinces of the Empire, which the Caro¬ 
lingians achieved but failed to maintain, has never been repeated effec¬ 
tively. In the West, from 888 to 962, even the title of Roman Emperor 
was sometimes in abeyance, and the occasional claimants to it were not 
in effective control of more than fragments of the whole territory. 
The Empire was restored again, in conformity with the Chinese pattern 
of history, in 962, when the Saxon Otto I was crowned Emperor at 
Rome, and it was once more a political reality from that date till the 
death of the Emperor Frederick II Hobenstaufen in 1250. But even 
the nominal suzerainty of this medieval Western Roman Empire was 
never recognized in France, which was the central and the leading 
country of the Western World—not to speak of Britain, which had not 
been incorporated in the Carolingian Roman Empire either—and, 
throughout the three centuries of its more or less effective existence, the 
nomi^ authority of ‘the Roman Empire of the German People’ \m 
nebulous in Burgundia and was perpetually resisted, de facto, in Italy. 
Even in Germany and Lotbaringia it was a wasting asset. After the 
death of Frederick 11 the Western Roman Empire was a farce. It is true 
that the title of Emperor was again held in a continuous succession from 
1273 to i$o6; but, in so far as its holders, in this phase, had any effective 
power, they had this in virtue of being also rulers of some local Western 
state, such as Luxembourg-Bohemia in the fourteenth century and the 
Hapsburg dominions from 1438 onwards. When the Emperor Francis II 
Hapsburg renounced the title on 6th August, 1806, he was not parting 
with any of his previous political power. The real basis of his power, 
which was that of a local ruler, was proclaimed in the solecism ‘Hereditary 

* TKe likenme* and differences betrreen the sequel to the £aU of the Han Empire in 
China and the sequel to the fall of the Roman Empire at the western end of the Old 
World have been discussed in this book In ix. 649-01. 
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Emperor of Austria’—a title that Francis II had already assumed on 
10 August, 1804. 

To apply the traditional Chinese model to the history of the West, we 
should have to take the Western wraith of the Roman Empire as being 
the key institution of the Western Civilization, and this would be to 
make nonsense of Western history, not only during the last century and 
a half, when even the name of the Roman Empire has been extinct on 
Western soil, but at least as far back as the disintegration of the Carolin- 
gian Roman Empire. The Western Roman Empire is not a key to any 
of the things that are characteristic or significant in Western history. 

The Chinese model is equally inapplicable to the histories of the 
Middle American and Andean civilizations, which the Hellenic model 
fits so well. In the Andean World there is no evidence that there had 
ever been political unity before this was established by the Incas, and 
the Inca universal state had been in existence for only about forty years' 
by the date when it was overthrown by the Spanish eongtdstadores. In 
Middle America the Aztec Empire had not yet completed the political 
unification of its world by the date when it met the same fate at the same 
hands. The Spanish Viceroyalty of New Spain might perhaps be re¬ 
garded as being the consummation of the Middle American universal 
state that the A^kecs had been building up, and the Spanish Viceroyalty 
of Peru as being a continuation of the Inca universal state in the Andean 
World. But the Spanish Empire of the Indies broke up into successor- 
states within three hundred years of its establishment, and there is no 
indication that the present regime in Latin America, in which this 
region is partitioned among twenty-one local republics, is an ‘inter¬ 
mediate period’ which is going to end in the re-establishment of political 
unity there. 

Our survey of the histories of civilizations in terms of the traditional 
Chinese model has shown that this, like the Hellenic, fails to fit all 
cases. Indeed, its only perfect fit is its application to Egyptiac history, 
and this only on condition that we leave the ‘prehistoric’ age out of 
account. The traditional Chinese model does not fit the early history of 
any other civilization, not even that of civilization in China itself. 
Paradoxically, it can give only a negative account of the age in which its 
own revered patron-philosopher Confucius lived, though Confucius 
was a child of his age, besides being an innovator under the guise of an 
archaist. The traditional Chinese model has to write the Con^cian Age 
off as part of an intermediate period between the Western Chou and the 
Imperial Ch’in (Ts’in). From the date of the establishment of a universal 
state onwards, the Chinese model does fit Hellenic and subsequent 
Byzantine history well, the history of the Tigris-Euphrates basin and 
Iran passably, the history of India barely. But it does not fit Western, 
Middle American, or Andean history at all. And, in a pattern that pre¬ 
sents history as an alternation of universal states and lapses from them, 
and ignores both local states and diasporis, there is no place for the Jews. 
The %ws lost their local state, never managed (as most other peoples 
have never managed) to become empire-builders, but have managed 

* S«e p. 373. 
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(unlike most other peoples) to preserve their national identity without 
having a state or even a nation^ home. In world history seen through 
Chinese spectacles, the Jews would pass unnoticed both in the age of the 
Prophets and in the age of the Pharisees. 

It will be seen that the shortcomings of the Chinese model are at 
least as great as those of the Hellenic one. What conclusion are we to 
draw from this ? Shall we jettison both models, and dismiss the policy 
of operating with models as an unprofitable wild«goose>cha8c ? It seems 
more reasonable to conclude that the Chinese model, like the Hellenic 
model, is illuminating as far as it goes, and that the two models, looked 
at in relation to each other, are more than twice as illuminating as each 
of them is by itself. 

The Chinese model has one clear advantage over the Hellenic, and 
that is its greater generality. This makes it possible to streamline the 
pattern of ^tory by getting rid of distinctions, generated by the Hellenic 
model, that are perhaps artificial and superfluous. 

For instance, the Hellenic model—at any rate as I have constructed 
it—distinguishes between several kinds of universal state. There are 
straightforward specimens (e.g. the Roman Empire in the Hellenic 
World and the Ch’in-Han Empire in China); there are rehabilitations 
after interruptions (e.g. the Gupta Empire figures as a rehabilitation of 
the Maurya Empire, and the Arab Caliphate as a rehabilitation of the 
Achaemenian Empire); and there are renaissances, when the universal 
state of an antecedent civilization is conjured up again in the history of 
an affiliated civilization (e.g. the T’ang Empire, the Carolingian Empire, 
and the East Roman Empire as reconstituted by Leo Synis figure as 
rehabilitations of the Ch’in-Han Empire and the Roman Empire re¬ 
spectively). When we substitute the Chinese for the Hellenic model, 
these ra^er tiresome distinctions disappear, and we can treat on a 
parity, for purposes of comparative study, all states that embrace the 
whole geographical domain of a civilization. This simplification of the 
pattern and increase in the number of the specimens of it is a gain for 
the cause of knowledge and understanding. Gerhard Masur has criti¬ 
cized my list of universal states as being arbitrary.^ I do not agree with 
all the particular points that Masur makes, but, in principle, I plead 
guilty to his charge; and I attribute my error, not to my having used the 
Hellenic model, but to my having used it exclusively, wi&out also 
having used the Chinese model, or some other, as a check and a possible 
corrective. 

The Hellenic model also suggests a distinction between three different 
kinds of ‘intermediate period’: a ‘time of troubles', such as that which 
occurred in Hellenic history between the breakdown of the Hellenic 
Civilization and the establishment of the Roman Empire; a lapse in the 
maintenance of a universal state, as exemplified in the temporary break¬ 
downs of the Roman Empire in a.d. 69, a.d. 192-7, and a.d. 23^-85; 
and an 'interregnum', su(^ as that which occurred between the ^ of 
the Roman Empire and the rise of the Western and Byzantine successors 
of the Hellenic Civilization. The Chinese model suggests that these 
I In the Histoructu Ztittchrift, Band t?? (1954), pp. 521-a. 
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three kinds of relatively anarchic interlude should all be treated as so 
many examples of the ‘intermediate period’ in the alternating Yin-Yang 
rhythm.* This more general way of looking at them may give us insights 
into their nature; but here we must be on our guard against being led 
into effacing distinctions that may be significant and important. The 
‘time of troubles' which the Hellenic model distinguishes from other 
anarchic interludes in Hellenic history was not, in fact, an intermediate 
period between two bouts of a univer^ state. It was the painful period 
of transition to a regime of political unity from a previous regime of 
political disunity that had broken down. This sequence—political dis¬ 
unity, breakdown, ‘time of troubles’, universal state—occurs, as we 
have seen, in at least nine other instances, including the history of the 
Sinic Civilization; and even Egyptiac history will perhaps be found to 
conform to the Hellenic pattern if we take ^e pre-civili^tional age of 
the history of Eg3q>t into account. 

5. AN HELLENO-SINZe STANDARD MODEL FOR CIVILIZATIONS 

In fact, the Hellenic model is as widely applicable to the earlier phase 
in the histories of civilization as the Chinese model is to the later phase; 
and an improved model can be constructed by combining the later phase 
according to the Sinic model with the earlier phase according to the 
Hellenic.’ This composite model for the histories of civilizations shows 
these societies starting as unities on the cultural plane without being 
united on the political plane. This regime is favourable to social and 
cultural progress; but its price is chmnic warfare between the local 
states; this warfare becomes more intense and more devastating as the 
society grows in strength; and sooner or later it produces a social break¬ 
down which, after a long-drawn-out 'time of troubles’, is belatedly 
retrieved by the establishment of a universal state. This universal state 
is subject to recurrent lapses into anarchy; but, whether these inter¬ 
mediate periods are short or long, they are apt to be surmounted by the 
restoration of political unity. There must be some strong force m^ing 
for the maintenance and, after lapses, for the restoration of unity, when 
once the original achievement of unity has come to pass; for the pheno¬ 
menon of restoration occurs again and again, and this even after ‘inter¬ 
mediate periods’ that have been so long and so anarchic that they might 
have been expected to have made an irreparable break in the tradition. 

This new model fits a great nujori^ of the indisputable specimens of 
the species of society that we have railed ‘civilizations’. The Egyptiac 
Civilization is unique in having achieved political unity at the opening 

* The label 'time of troublea*, which I have applied to the anarchic period of Hellenic 
hUtory preceding the eatablithmeni of the Hellenic universal state, is In fact taken from 
the tramdonal Russian name for a lapse in the msintenance of the Russian univeraal 
state, i.e. the Muscovite Empire, between the extinction of the House of Rtirik and the 
accession of the Romanovs. 

> Sinic history, by itself, offers all the necesaary data for constructing the improved 
model. If Chinese scholars had not done violence to early Chinese history in their exces¬ 
sive seal for symmetry and self-eonsisteney, it would not have been neeesMry to r^rt 
to an Hellenic model, as we have had to do, in order to correct the traditional Chinese 
misrepresentation of the configuration of ea^y Chinese history. 
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of its history; but, as wc have observed, there was an antecedent age of 
political disunity here too, if we take into account the pre-civilizational 
stage of history in Egypt. The Middle American, Andean, and Hellenic 
civilizations are exceptional in having experienced only a single spell of 
the universal-state stage instead of the normal experience of an initial 
spell followed by a series of restorations. But, in Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion's case, this is true of the sequel only in the westernmost section of 
its domain. Western historians arc apt to be preoccupied by what 
happened in these backward outlying territories, because this is the 
history of their own civilization. But the sequel to the fall of the Roman 
Empire in its central and eastern provinces is at least as significant; and 
in this area the sequel conformed to the Chinese pattern: there was a 
series of revivals of the universal state, beginning in a.d. 717 and not 
coming to a final close till 1922. 

The composite Hellcno-Sinic model, which is evidently the standard 
pattern, is explicable in human terms in all its stages. For example, when 
we examine a civilization’s age of growth, we shall not be surprised to 
find that a period in which a society is articulated into a number of 
politically separate local communities, all sharing one common culture, 
should be a time of creativity and progress. The stimulus that comes 
from direct personal intercourse works more powerfully in a small 
community than in a large one; life in a small communi^ that is in 
active and competitive intercourse with neighbours of its o\vn size 
and kind is more stimulating still, since this is a social structure that 
combines the stimulus of intimacy with the stimulus of a wider horizon. 
A classic exposition of the cultural advantages of a regime of political 
disunity within a unitary economic and cultural field has been given by 
Hume in his essay Of the Rise and Progress of the Arts and Sciences.^ 
But these blessings have their price in the currency of inter-state war¬ 
fare; and a point may come when the toll taken by this is greater than 
any benefit that the stimuli of variety and competition can confer. If the 
balance becomes decidedly adverse, the society breaks down. It might 
be asked why a society does not forestall its breakdown, or at any rate 
retrieve it, by promptly applying the remedy of political unification to 
which it does eventually have recourse. Why do people put up with a 
long-drawn-out *timc of troubles’ before bringing themselves to get 
rid of warfare by submitting to a universal state ? The answer is that 
human beings are creatures of habit, and that the regime of local 
sovereignties has won such a hold on people’s hearts in the age when it 
was producing a balance of advantage that it takes a long experience of 
its subsequent disastrous effects to induce its former beneficiaries to 
abandon their allegiance to it when they have become its victims. 

'When once, however, a universal state has been established, it is not 
surprising that this regime should win a hold on people’s hearts in its 
turn. The peace and order that the achievement of political unity brings 
with it are appreciated by contrast with a foregoing ‘time of troubles’ 
that had become intolerable before it was transcended; and the loss of 
stimulus now seems a cheap price to pay for the inestimably precious 

> This pssasge hss been quoted in the present book in L 473-4. 
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boon of being rescued from the jaws of destruction and guaranteed 
against a recurrence of this fearful threat so long as the universal state 
jasts.' With the passage of time, a universal state’s hold over its sub¬ 
jects’ hearts is apt to increase, unless the empire-builders have been 
aliens who have persistently made themselves odious.* It is easy to 
understand why a universal state, once established, should be restored 
again and again when it has broken down. But we stUl have to ask our¬ 
selves why, when once it has been established, there should be any 
‘intermediate periods’* at all, considering that normally the maintenance 
of the universal state is desired by at least a majority of its subjects. 

In previous volumes the declines and falls of universal states have 
been inte^reted as being the after-effects of mortal wounds that had 
been inflicted by society on itself during the foregoing ‘times of 
troubles’; and this lassitude, if not exhaustion, would explain the lapse 
in the maintenance of a universal state; but it would not explain how a 
society that has lacked the vitality to maintain its universal state can 
subsequently summon up enough vitality to re-establish it. In seeking 
to account for the Yin-Yang alternating rhythm that seems normally to 
prevail in the history of a civilization from the date of the first establish¬ 
ment of its universd state, we need not rest content with the Chinese 
account of this rhj^m as being a manifestation, in human affairs, of a 
ftmdamental cosmic rhythm that is itself inexplicable and axiomatic.* 

* H. Frankfort haa criticized my previoua treatment of Bgypdac history on the around 
that I have viewed it through Hdlenic and Western tpectacles and have conaequently 
failed to tee it as it reaJIy was {The Birth Cnnlizaiton in the Near East, pp. aT-Jt). 
As Frankfort aeea it, ‘the ideal of a marvellovuly integrated society had been formed 
long before the I^ramids were built; it wu aa nearly realised, when they were built, as 
any ideal aocial form can be tranalated into actuality; and it remained continuoualy 
before the eyes of rulera and people alike during tub^uent centuries. It wat an ide^ 
which ought to thrill a Western historian by ita novelty, for it falls entirely outside the 
experience of Greek or Roman or modem man, although it aurvivea, in an attenuated 
form, in Africa. It repreaenta a harmony between Man and the divine which ia beyo^ 
our iMidest dreams, since it was maintained by divine power which had taken charge of 
the affairs of Man in the person of Pharaoh. Society moved in unison with Nature. 
Justice, which was the social aspect of the cosmic order, pervaded the commonwealth' 
(ibid., pp. Z7~;3i). Frankfort’s thesis that the Egyptiaaa’ ‘polity was not imposed but 
evolvea from immemorial predilections’ (ibid., p. 99) is rK>t, I think, contradicted by 
anythiM that I have written in previous vejumes of the present book. On the other hand, 
when i^ankfort goes on to aay that this polity ‘was adhered to, without protest, for 
almost three thousand yeara’.^ nis contention here is contradicted, not ^t by me, but 
^ the evidence of the surviving Egyptiac literature of the Age of the Middle Empire. 
'This testifies that the ideology of the Old Kingdom regime, and the measures (e.g. 
pyramid-building) through which this ideology was put into practice, did eventually 
provoke a moral reaction that went to the length of political revolution in the last da]W 
of the Sixth Dyr^ty. 

s This exceptional case is underlined by K. W. Erdmsnn in Arthw fOr Kulturge- 
sehiehte, xxxiii. Band. Hefo a (i 9 St)> PP* on pp. 224-$- 

> In a previous passage (p. 55, footnote 3) it has been noticed that a comparative 
value judgement is implicit in the ostensibly neutral term ‘intermediate periods’ which 
has been coined by the Egyptologbta but is applicable also to the bouts of disorder and 
disunity in Chinese and in Bynntine history. The impUcit judgement that political 
unity, embracing the whole domain of a civilization, is the normal, proper, and desirable 
state of affairs may or may net be objectively justifiable; but there is no doubt that it 
accurately represents the feelings of Mpulations that have had experience of a univerasl 
state or have inherited a tradition of one from their ancestors. 

4 H. A. L. Fisher has made fun of me for taking the Chinese concept of 'nn and Yang 
seriously. ‘In the great operatic performance of humanity he detects’, Fisher says of me, 
‘the occurrence of this Leitmotiv of and Yang. Other ears will be less sensitive to the 
regularity of the Chinese bMt’ {The Nineteenth CesUtiry and After, December, 1934, 
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The Yin-Yang rhythm does run through the histories of universal 
states, but there is a human explanation of it. It is an explanation in 
economic terms. 

A universal state is a heavy charge on the economy of a civilization. 
It requires, for its maintenance, a well-paid professional civil service and 
professional defence force; and the cost of these services will rise if it is 
one of the laws of the history of a universal state that, with the passage of 
time, the administrative and military personnel is apt to become more 
numerous as the institutions of local self-government decay and as the 
pressure of the trans-frontier barbarians increases. If the universal 
state—and, with it, the society incapsulated in it—is to be able to meet 
these rising costs without being crushed by them, it must be able to 
draw upon a commensurately rising productivity; but, in the Age of the 
Civilizations up to date, the economy has been more or less static most 
of the time in the greater part of the OikoumenS. 

The deliberate application of science to technology in the West is 
something recent and unprecedented. Even today, when the Industrial 
Revolution has been in progress for some two hundred years and has 
spread from Britain, where it originated, to the ends of the Earth, the 
greater part of the human race is still in the pre-industrial stage. The 
last economic revolution before this was the enhancement of the produc¬ 
tivity of agriculture through water-control, some time before the close 
of the fourth millennium B.C., which transformed inhospitable swamps 
and jungles into the cradles of the Sumero-Akkadian and Egyptiac 
civilizations.* But only a fraction of the cultivable part of the Earth’s 
surface is capable of lining made to give a compaiable yield. Moreover, 
even in the most fevourable environments, the technique of agriculture 
remained virtually static until the beginning of the present application 
of science to the improvement of crops and livestock; and this, like the 
present Industrial Revolution, dates back only to eighteenth-century 
Britain. Thus the normal economic basis of civilization, till a very recent 
date, has been a static agriculture at a level of productivity that in most 
places has been not much higher than that attained in Neolithic societies 
in the Pre-civilizational Age. But a civilization is a much more costly 
social structure than a Neolithic society is, and its costs are perhaps at 
their maximum when the civilization is organized politically in a uni¬ 
versal state, and when this universal state h^ been in existence for some 
time. The inability of a pre-sdentific agricultural economy to bear this 
economic load is evidently one of the causes of the unwished-for 
collapses by which so many universal states have been overtaken so 
many times in succession. 

The importance of the part played by the economic factor in deter¬ 
mining whether a universal state is to collapse or is to survive can be 
gauged by comparing the respective fortunes of the Roman Empire in 
its different sections. The western provinces, in which the J^pire 

p. 67a). On this I can only comment: 'They have ears, but they hear not' (Psalm cxxxv. 
17^. One can, however, be alive to the prevalence of the Yin-Yang rhythm in human 
ai&ra vrithout ha\nng to renounce all attempt to explain this. 

< This economic revolution was made p^ible by an advance, not in the realm of 
technology, but in the realm of politics (see pp. 338^). 
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collapsed in the fifth century of the Christian Era, were relatively back¬ 
ward economically; the central and eastern provinces, in which, in the 
same century, the Empire survived, were the principal scats of the 
Hellenic World’s indust^ and trade; and their relative economic strength 
more than counterbalanced the relative unfavourableness of their 
strategic position. Though the centre and the east were more directly 
exposed than the west was to assaults from the Eurasian Nomads of the 
Great Western Bay of the Steppe, and from the Sasanian power in Iran 
and 'Iraq, the Empire managed here to hold its own; and, though it did 
collapse, here too, in the seventh century, it might have continued to 
survive in these economically stronger sections i^ in the sixth century, 
the Emperor Justinian had not taxed their strength too severely in 
attempting to reconquer the derelict west. Thereafter, when, in the 
eighth century, the Hellenic universal state was re-established in the 
two rival shapes of the East Roman Empire in Anatolia and the Caroling- 
ian Roman Empire in Gaul, history repeated itself through the opera¬ 
tion of the same economic causes. The Carolingian Empire swiftly 
collapsed; the East Roman Empire survived, without any further col¬ 
lapse, for three and a half centuries (a.d. 717-1071). The reason for this 
diversity of fortunes, this time once again, was that Anatolia in this age 
was economically capable of carrying the load of a universal state, where¬ 
as contemporary Transalpine Western Europe was not. It is significant 
that in the East Roman Empire, during the century immediately pre¬ 
ceding the disaster of a.d. Z071, there had been increasing symptoms of 
social and economic ill-health in the Empire’s heart-land, Anatolia. 

These are dramatic illustrations of the survival value of economic 
productivity for a universal state. Yet, hitherto, the rulers of universal 
states have seldom been alive to this. More often they have been either 
indifferent to possibilities of technological advance or positively hostile 
to these, on the reckoning that any technological change is a menace to 
economic equilibrium and hence also to the social and political stability 
that the founders of the universal state have established with such 
difficulty.* Certainly the Roman Imperial Government did not ever 
realize, at any stage of its history, that technology, as exemplified in 
Hero of Alexandria’s invention of a turbine engine, could have solved 
the Hellenic universal state’s intertwined problenu of finance and 
defence. And in the western provinces in the fourth century of the 
Christian Era, when the Empire was fighting for survival there, no 
attention was paid to possibilitiesof dealing wth manpower shortage and 
with defence logistics by mechanization, ffiough a set of projects for this 
was published in an anonymous memorandum De Rebus BelUcis.* In 
universal states at both ends of the Old World the public authorities 
seem normally to have confined their action to collecting the land-tax 
and turning the screw harder on the taxable cultivators or their land¬ 
lords when agricultural production has declined or public expenses 
have mounted. 

* See the story, cited in ix. 613, footnote 2, of an eariy Rotnan emperor’s leacdoo to 
the news of the invention of unbrealuble etass. 

s A Roman 'Mormer and InoenXor: Dt RAus BtUidi, ed. and tr. by E. A. Thompoon 
(Oxford 1952, clarendon Press). 
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It is significant that, in China, the local state Ch’in ffs’ln), which 
eventually established a universal state for the first time by overthrow¬ 
ing the last of its competitors in 221 B.C., was also the state which, in the 
fourth century B.C., had distinguished itself among its competitors by 
systematically revolutionizing its social and economic structure with a 
view to increasing the population’s productivity and putting the increased 
product at the government’s disposal. But it is also significant that, 
when this regime was extended to the whole of China by the founder of 
the universal state, Ch’in Shih Hwang-ti, it provoked vehement opposi¬ 
tion. After Shih Hwang-ti’s death his regime was quickly overthrown; 
and both he and the ‘L^st’ school of philosophers, whose theories had 
been the inspiration of the Ch’in government’s practice, were execrated 
in the subsequently established Chinese tradition. The school of 
philosophy that was officially established by the Han Emperor Wu-ti (im- 
perabat 140 B.C.-87 B.C.), and that maintained its monopoly, off and on, 
from that time till a.d. 1911, was not the ‘Legist’ school, but the Con- 
fucian. And Confucianism has not been sympathetic towards non- 
agricdtural economic enterprise, though it has understood the value of 
water-control for agriculture and for commuiucations. 

Wu-ti embarked on expensive military operations. He carried the 
southern border of the Sinic universal state to the ‘natural frontier’ of 
the south coast of China, while on the north he tried to subjugate the 
whole domain of the Hiongnu Nomads on the Eurasian Steppe. In 
order 10 meet his consequent heavy expenses, he revived the policy of 
the ‘Legist’ school. He put the imperial government into business and 
at the same time gave scope to non-agricultural private business enter¬ 
prise.* Notwithstanding ffiese efforts to stimulate production, Wu-ti 
over-taxed his empire’s resources and so was perhaps responsible for the 
decline and fall of the Prior Han regime within the hundred years 
following the date of his death. But the opposite policy had no happier 
results. After the restoration of the universal state by the Posterior Han 
Dynasty, the Confucian landed gentry who staffed the imperial civil ser¬ 
vice gained the upper hand over the non-agrarian business interests.* And, 
when the universal state was thus put back on to an almost exclusively 
agricultural basis, it collapsed and remained in abeyance for four hundred 
years, save for the short interlude of the Uiutcd Chin (Tsin) regime. 

In China from the time of the Posterior Han dynasty (a.d. 25-220) 
until the enforced opening of treaty ports to Western economic enter¬ 
prise in the nineteenth century, agriculture was the economic basis of 
the Sinic universal state, and the insufficiency of this economic founda¬ 
tion for this political structure was evidently one important cause of the 
repeated collapses of the Sinic universal state in the course of the inter¬ 
vening centuries. In discussing the most recent of these collapses, that 
of the Ch'ing (Manebu) dynasty, W. Altree notes* that, during its 
tenure of power (a.D. 1644-1911), this dynasty increased the rate or the 
land-tax ‘twenty to thirty times’. 

* Sec B. Watson: Ch'Un, pp. 31-33. 

* Ibid., pp. 37-38, and A. F. Wrijiht: Buddinm in CMnttt History, p. 9, cited already 

on p. 178, fMtrvote 3. * In Toystb** and History, p. a68. 
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‘If any one reason accounts for the fall of the Ch’ing dynasty, it prob¬ 
ably can be found in the mistaken policy of peasant exploitation that 
wrecked the economy of the country. This agrarian crisis was the issue of 
a bwic rantradiction in Chinese society that runs through the whole im¬ 
perial history of China and far transcends in time Toynbee’s Far Eastern 
Civilization. The Chinese administration, requiring intricate scribal tech- 
niques, depended upon scholar bureaucrats for e^ectiveness. These ad¬ 
ministrators were drawn from the wealthy landlord class which alone had 
the leisure to acquire the necessary academic preparation. Thus the 
government and its officials both competed through taxes or rents to pre¬ 
empt the basic form of wealth in the surplus production of the land. The 
gentry-administrator class used its strategic position in government to 
evade taxation by shifting it to the peasantry. Beset by the government 
demanding taxes and the landlords demanding rents, the peasantry was 
progressively impoverished, rebellion was a logical consequence, and a 
new regime would initiate ^s predatory system afresh.’* 

The sufferings inflicted on the peasantry by exploitation were aggra¬ 
vated by the exploiters’ technological inefficiency. 

Tt is almost certainly untrue that, under the old regime, [conservancy 
works] were maintained so effectively as to prevent recurrent disasters. 
Both Chinese and European scholars have investigated the history of flood 
and famine in China. The conclusion suggested by their work is that 
those catastrophes occurred over large areas at short intervals for several— 
perhaps many—centuries before the present one; nor should that surprise 
Professor Toynbee, since elsewhere he assigns the Chinese “breakdown”* 
to a fairly early date—the last quarter of the ninth century. The most 
significant fact, indeed, is surely the opposite of that emphasized by him. 
It is the failure of a great civilization, in spite—or, perhaps, because—of 
all its brilliant achievements in other fields, to master the problem of 
taming an unfriendly Nature, which the West, in some other respects so 
inferior to China, has in recent times largely succeeded in solving. The 
point is not a trifling one, since it concerns the characteristics of two im¬ 
portant cultural types, differing sharply from each other both in their 
virtues and their limitations.’’ 

These two passages, taken together, go far towards explaining the 
successive collapses of universal states, not only in China, but in other 
regions where ffiey have been erected on the same economic and social 

> Altree, ibid., pp. 367-8. The culcural, soda], and moral antaaoniam in Chuu 
between the acboUr-aeotiy and the peaaantry had bMn miticated by Buddhism, Ant in 
the North (see p. 176, footnote i) and then, after political reunifietDOO, in China aa a 
whole. Under the T*ana regime, Buddhism ’worked as a social cement, binding together 
all classes and races in common beliefs and activities* (A. P. Wright: Buddhism in 
Chintse History, p. 7s). Under the subse|quent regime, when Confucianism regained the 
upper hand over Buddhism by appropriating it, the neo-Confucian oSicials acquired a 
touch of the Buddhist social conscience; and, on their initiative, the Sung imperkU 
government organized charitable work on the grand scale (ibid., pp. 92-^}. But, ’in 
contrast to the earlier period in which Buddhum, in different forma, hu formed a 
common bond between the two main cUssea of Chinese society, the ntodem period sew 
s striking clavage between the rttioosl ethic of the dite and the rcligioua Sthos of the 
pessantry* (ibid., p. 97). The Neo*Confucian litterati were contemptuous of the Bud¬ 
dhist and Taoist viiia^ priests (ibid., p. 103). , . 

s i.c. the breakdown of the poat-Sinic 'Far Eastern Gvilization (A. J. T.). 

* R. H. Tswney in Intometional Affairs, November, 1939, p. 803. 
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basis.’ They explain, for instance, the collapse of the Old Kingdom of 
Egypt, the Efth-century collapse of the Roman Empire in its western 
provinces, the ninth>century collapse of the Carolingian avatar of the 
Roman Empire in the same region, and also the eleventh-century col¬ 
lapse of the Byzantine avatar of the Roman Empire in Anatolia. In all 
these four cases occurring at the opposite end of the Old World to 
China, the economic basis of the universal state was almost exclusively 
agricultural, and the burden on the peasantry of maintaining a universal 
state—a burden that is heavy even under the best regime—became 
intolerable when landlords armed with ofEcial authority shook off 
governmental control and added their private exactions to the govern¬ 
ment’s demands. The technological history of the Egyptiac Civilization 
is significant.^ 

This economic explanation of the recurrent re-establishment and 
recurrent collapse of a universal state provides a key to the Chinese 
myth of a ‘mandate of Heaven’ which is received and subsequently for¬ 
feited by one imperial dynasty after another. The mandate is forfeited 
when the numbers and demands of the dominant minority of the day 
rise to figures at which the sufferings imposed on the peasantry by this 
excessive tax on their limited productivity come to outweigh, in their 
estimation, the blessings of unity and peace which the maintenance of a 
universal state confers. There is a subsequent mandate to a new dynasty 
to re-establish the universal state that has been wrecked by the late 
dynasty’s misdemeanours because the sufferings imposed by the return 
of disunity and disorder are no sooner re-experienced than they re¬ 
activate the longing for the blessings attending the maintenance of a 
universal state. The people’s nostdgia is the new empire-builders’ 
opportunity; and these nevi homines usually succeed, not only in re¬ 
establishing the lapsed universal state, but also in maintaining it for a 
further spell. This initial success of theirs is due to the very fact that they 
are parvenus. At the beginning of their regime they wUl be fewer in 
numbers, more modest in their personal demands, and more energetic 
and efficient in performing their public services than the epigoni of the 
preceding dynasty whom they have replaced, and also than their own 

* Philip Btgby hu derided my description of the T’ang Empire ae being *a vampire 
atate' ( 7 oym 6 e« and Hittory, p. 105). If there is anything wrong about this deacription, it 
is that I have applied it omy to the T*ang Empire and not also to every occurrence of a 
universal state both in China and elsewhere. 

* The Egyptiac Ctviliaition’s outstanding technological achievement was its dis¬ 
covery of how to quarry, transport, and dress huge blocla of masonry, and to build these 
into monuments of an architecture that was as accurate as it was colossal. On the other 
hand, this civilization lagged surprisingly in its adoption of several other technological 
devices that were of greater economic and social importance. The potter's wheel, for 
instance, was not adopted in E^pt before the age of the Tldrd Dynasty, ond then only 
in an inferior form (v. G. Childe: Whxxl Happt^ in History, pp. 86 and 122). Wheeled 
vehicles were not adopted there till the sixteenth century B.C., when the Egyptians 
mastered the art of chariotry in order to expel the Hyksos. From the fifth millennium 
B.c. till after the establishment of the Middle Empire at the close of the third, the 
Egyptians were content to make their metal tools of unalloyed copper (ibid., pp. 122 and 
1 ^ 7 ). *nd these copper tools continued to be luxuries. The peasants continued, till the 
tune of the New Empire, to use Neolithic tools for the agricultural operations that were 
the basis of the whole Enptiac World’s economy (ibid., pp. 123 and 157). Tlie bronze 
that bad been introduced no earlier than about aooo b.c. was not superseded by iron, 
for general purposes, till about 650 B.c. (ibid., p. 192)—and was three-quarters of a 
millennium after the discovery of the arc of iron-working somewhere in Anatolia. 
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future epigoni, who arc destined to forfeit Heaven’s mandate in their 
turn. 

It is noteworthy that this illuminating Chinese myth reappears in the 
work of the fourteenth-centu^ Arabic Muslim statesman, jurist, his¬ 
torian, and philosopher Ibn ^aldOn. He had no knowledge of his 
Chinese confrires’ ideas; yet, like them, he saw the pattern of history as 
an alternating rhythm in which the alternate periods of relative order 
and disorder were consequences of the successive rises and ^Is of a 
series of dyn^ties. In Ibn Khaldfln’s Wew a dynasty normally brings 
itself to grief in the fourth generation, reckoning the founder’s generation 
as being the first.' Ibn KhaldQn’s myth was derived from a knowledge 
of the history of the Arab Caliphate and its successor-states over a 
period of some seven centuries ending in his own day. How is it that 
two different sets of historical data have given rise, independently of 
each other, to an identical account of how human affairs work? The 
answer is that there is an identical economic and social thread running 
through the history of China from 221 B.c. to a.d. 1911 and through the 
history of the Isl^ic World from the establishment of the Arab Cali¬ 
phate in the seventh century of the Christian £ia to the time in the 
fourteenth century when Ibn KhaldOn w'as writing his Prolegomena 
to a History of Mankind. This identical element is the peasant economy 
which has been the normal economic basis for political structures of all 
kinds since the beginning of the Age of the Civilizations. 

The foregoing examination of the Yin-Yang alternating rhythm in the 
histories of universal states will now' perhaps enable us to arrive at some 
general conclusions. 

One is that the continuing recurrence of a universal state does not 
necessarily carry with it a continuance of the particular civilization 
whose vicissitudes originally brought the universal state into existence. 
For example, if our Chinese spectacles have not played us false in 
revealing to us, in the Tigris-Euphrates basin and Iran, a continuing 
recurrence of the same universal state from the second half of the third 
millennium b.c. down to the eighteenth century of the Christian Era,^ 
we have here an instance of a universal state persisting through the 
histories of no less than four different civilizations: the Sumero-Akka- 
dian, in which this one originated; the Syriac, which captured it from 
the Sumero-Akkadian Civilization while it was embodied in the Achae- 
menian Empire; the Hellenic Civilization, which captured it from the 
Syriac Civilization when the Achaemenian Empire was overthrowm by 
Alexander and w-as replaced in Asia by the Seleucid Monarchy; and 
finally the Iranic Muslra Civilization, if we are right in assigning to this 
the Mongol Il-Khanate, the Timurid Empire, the Safawi Empire, and 
Nadir Shah’s.* Similarly, the universal states of the two pre-Columbian 


< See Ibn KhaldQn: The Mugaddimah, trwwUted from the Anbtc by F. Rosenthel 
(London 1958, Routledge tod Kegto Paul. 3 vob.X vd. i, pp. 378-82 (chtp. ii, wedon 
14) tnd pp. 343-d (chtp. ui, section 12). The cyclic rhythm of poUtictl history tnd the 
causes of it tre the centra l theme of the whole work. 


* See p. X9X. , .« . 

* The accountt, given in previous v^umet of this book, of the structure of Synac 
hiatory and the place of Itlam in history are reconsidered in the pretent volume in 
Chaptera XIII and XIV. Here there is a disetuaion of the cultuial affinities of the 
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American civilizations, which were embodied originally in the Aztec 
Empire and in the Inca Empire respectively, were carried on, in the 
Spanish viceroyaltiea of New Spain and Peru, under the auspices of 
the interloping Western Christian Civilization. Similarly, again, the 
Roman Empire, which had started life as an Hellenic universal state, was 
subsequently captured, in the avatars of it in its central and eastern 
provinces, by two different civilizations: first the Byzantine Christian 
Civilization ^at animated the East Roman Empire, and then the Iranic 
Muslim Civilization to which the Ottoman Turkish rebuilders of the 
East Roman Empire paid allegiance. This Christian and this Islamic 
civilization must each be regarded as being separate from the Hellenic; 
for the advent of Christianity and of Islam did make a decisive break in 
the history of civilization not only in the West but wherever it occurred. 
The breach of cultural continuity here is unmistakable, even though it 
may not be warrantable to assume, on this analogy, that comparable 
breaches of continuity were made in the history of Eastern Asia by the 
advent of the Mahayana and in India by the emergence of post-Bud- 
dhaic Hinduism there. 

In the history of civilization in India, and in its history in China as 
well, the institution making for continuity has not been the recurring 
universal state. In India this has recurred only rarely and at long inter¬ 
vals. In both sub-continents the thread of continuity has been provided 
by the persistence of a dominant social class: the Brahman caste in 
India and the Confucian-educated gentry in China. In China from the 
turn of the second and the last centuries b.c. till a.d. 19x1, the repeated 
restorations of the universal state were made possible by the scholar- 
gentry’s survival as a source of recruitment for the civil service. But in 
1911 the 2,ooo-years-long innings of this class came to an end; and, 
when, after a 38-years-long bout of disunity and disorder, the universal 
state was re-established according to precedent, it resumed its sway 
this time under non-Confucian auspices. In China Confucianism has 
now been replaced by Communism, and China has been converted from 
her traditional indigenous civilization to an exotic one inspired by a 
philosophy of Jewish-Christian origin that was incubated in nineteenth- 
century Western Europe.* Yet the momentum of the Chinese universal 
state is not yet exhausted. 

We can also see that the series of alternating collapses and restorations 
of a universal state is not interminable. All Imown universal states have 
had a starting-point in a revolutionary change from a previous regime 
of political disunity. This can be seen to be true of the Chinese univer¬ 
sal state, if we look at early Chinese history as it actually was, and not as 
it has been depicted in the traditional legendary misrepresentation of it. 
It can also be seen to be probably true of the Egyptiac universal state, 
if we take into account the antecedent course of history in Egypt in its 

Parthun and Sasanian empires and the Arab Caliphate, which intervened chronologi~ 
caUjr between the Scieueia Empire and the Mongol Il-Khanate. 

> I. Madaule ju^ea that I have underestimated the importance of the Communist 
revolution of 19^ in China {Diogents, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), p. 43). If I have made this 
mistake, I take the present opportuni^ of correcting it. I exp^ that this revolution 
will prove to have been an epoch-making event, not only for China but for the whole 
World. 
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pre-civilizational stage. In China the universal state is still a going con¬ 
cern under a Communist regime. But, in most of the other regions 
where a universal state has made its appearance and has passed through 
the same diaracteristic series of collapses and restorations, it has now 
^me to an end. The Ottoman Roman Empire expired, as we have seen, 
in 1922; the shadowy Western Roman Empire in 1806; the Spanish 
Empire of the Indies in the first quarter of the nineteenth century; the 
Traqi-Iranian universal state in 1747, if we may take the date of Nadir 
Shah’s death as marldng its demise; the Indian universal state expired 
in 1947, when the British Raj in India was replaced by three successor- 
states.* The Egyptiac universal state expired unobtrusively in the third 
century of the Christian Era, when the Roman emperors changed the 
religious and constitutional basis of their dominion over Egypt. In 
the time of the principatc th^ had ruled Egypt, like the Ptolemies and the 
Achaemenids before them, in the guise of Pharaohs who were sons of 
Re and gods incarnate. From the reign of Aurelian onwards, they ruled, 
no longer as gods in their own persons, but as vicegerents of a god who 
was lord of the whole Universe. If we may take this as being the date of 
the expiry of the Egyptiac universal state, this has been extinct, by now, 
for nearly seventeen hundred years. No doubt it is theoretically possible 
that both it and other representatives of this species of polity might 
revive again. But the evidence up to date suggests that immortality is 
not one of the specific properties of universal states. Though they run to 
longevity, and have frequently had more than a cat’s proverbial nine 
lives, all but two or three of those representatives of the species that have 
made their appearance hitherto are now extinct, so far as we can tell. 
The only indisputably extant specimens are the Chinese and the Russian,^ 

> The Indian Union, Pakistan and Buima. C^Ion haa derived ia civilisation from 
India, wd, in the last stage of its political history before it attairted its present indepen¬ 
dence. it shared with India the experience of being under British rule. But Ceylon was not 
included either in the British Indian Empire or in that empire*# Mughal, Gupta, and 
Maurya predecessors. 

s In previous volumes of this book I ha\’e taken the Far Eastern Cmliaadoo in Japan 
as being an o^hoot of the main bodv, and have seen its history as following an inde¬ 
pendent course of its own. I identified the breakdown of the Far Eastern Civilization in 
Japan with the victory of feudalism over the imperial rmime in the twelfth century of 
the Christian Era, and I found its universal state in the Tbkugawa Shogunate. 

P. L. Ralph has pronounced (in the Saturday Rtvtne, l6th October, 1954, p. 19) that 
‘to characterise the Toku^wa Shogunate as the “universal state” of the JapMcae branch 
of the Par Eastern Civilization ia to push an abstraction to the point of &ntaay*. The 
same criticism is made by M. S. Bates (in C/mstiainty and Crisis, vcL if. No. a (azst 
March, i 9 S 5 )> PP- * 7 - 3 ^ ^d 3a). The equation of the Japanese Isles with the world 
might indeed appear to be a geomphical absurdity' every toi-disant universal tttte 
that haa come and gone so nr has fallen very far short of being literally world-wide. 
The univcrsaliw of a universal state has, so far, been something subjective. It hu been 
a state which, in the eyes of its inhabitants, has embraced the whole of the civilized 
world that been within their ken. On this test, the Hellenic. Indian, and Chinese 
universal states unquestionably pass muster. The Tokugawa TOiity's claim to qualify 
for the title is, I agree, more disputable; for, throughout the Tokugawa period, Japan 
continued to live on cultural capital previously imported from China or via Quna: 
e.g. the Chinese characters, Confucianism, Buddhism. Yet the Tokugawa regime did 
succeed in stopping the importation of any fresh elements of culture from China—in 
contrast to what had happened in all previous phases of the Far Eastern Civilization 
in Japan, when a series ot Chinese styles of art and schools of Buddhism or of indigenous 
Chinese philosophy had successively been imported into Jspan and been eagerly cul¬ 
tivated there. It was difficult to seal off a group of islands that was so dote to the Con¬ 
tinent, and equally difficult to make the population of so small a region feel themselves 
to b« culturally self-sufficient. Yet that was the Tokugawa regime's sim. The severity 
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each of which has achieved its current avatar under the auspices of 
Communism. 

If, however, we have been right in our economic diagnosis of the cause 
of the recurrent collapse of those universal states that have come and gone 
up to date, it would seem to follow that the recent change in mankind’s 
economic situation, thanks to the modern Western Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion will have brought with it a change in the prospects of a future 
universal state—even if this were to diner from ^ its predecessors in 
being literally world-wide. It is true that a considerable majority of the 
human race is still living in the insufficiently productive Pre-industrial 
Age. It is also true that, in the present stage of human affairs, the cost of 
a literally world-wide univers^ state would be high. For, although an 
all-inclusive society would be relieved of the cost of frontier defence 
against outer barbarians, besides being relieved of the cost of the com¬ 
petition in armaments between local states, this saving would be more 
than offset by the cost of helping the economically backward majority 
of mankind to approximate towards the prosperous minority’s standard 
of living. The present disparity has, at the least, to be drastically re¬ 
duced if the human race is to live together as a single family; and the 
cost of this will be enormous, if we aim at the goal of bringing within 
the reach of every family in the World the materi^ facilities and spiritual 
opportunities that a Western middle-class fomily already enjoys. 

This is, in itself, a larger economic undertaking than any that has 
confronted any universal state in the past; and the economic aspect of 
the problem is not so formidable as its social and religious aspects. 
Modern technology is advancing so fast, and is spreading so rapidly 
from its Western originators to the rest of the human race, that the 
increase in mankind’s productivity seems likely to go to formerly un¬ 
imaginable lengths. The crucial question is whether the still poverty- 
striven majority of the human race will be able and willing to make a 
revolutionary change in its habits and outlook that has aheady been 
made by the now relatively prosperous minority. In a society in which 
public hygiene has been achieving sensational progressive reductions in 
the death-rate, a reduction in the birth-rate on a corresponding scale is 
required if technology’s potential gift of a higher standard of living, 

of the meastires that it took for achievine it testifies to the regime’s determioation to 
succeed, as well ss to the difficulty of the undertaking. 

On reconsideration, I think it would be nearer the truth to classify the Tokugawa 
regime as an attempt at a univemi state which failed. It was defeated within. 
Japanese inquirers were secretly studying Western science, st the risk of their lives, two 
generations before Commodore Perry’s squadron made its first appearance in Yedo 
Bay. M. £. Cameron makes a idling point against m^ previous presentation of Japanese 
history when she says that my ‘estimate of the significance of a untveraal state implies 
that it was moribund, yet he recognises that the intelligent and efficient response of the 
Japanese ruling class to the challenge of Western imperialism hardly teems to ^ the act 
of a dead or ^ing society’ {Th« Far Eastern Quarterly, vol. i. No. a (February, 1942). 
pp. 150-60). This response was, indeed, the measure of the tailuie 01 the Tokugawas’ 
attempt to Treexe’ Ja^nese life. 

Yet. if the Toku^waa failed in the end to make a closed world of Japan, tb^ do seem 
to have succeeded in making a political unity of her. The Uemidation of the Tokugawa 
regme did not bring with it a return of the previous disunity and disorder. The only 
cira war in Japan since then has been the conflict between the Mdii regime and the 
Satsuma insu^nts in 1877; and, since the defeat of Uiis disaident mo^’ement, the main¬ 
tenance of unity seems to have been taken as a matter of course. 
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spiritual as well as material^ is not to be swallowed up by a sensational 
increase in the number of mouths to be fed. Hitherto the majority of 
mankind has, as a matter of course, always multiplied and replenished 
the Earth up to the limits allowed by its food-supply at a subsistence 
level only just above the starvation-line. Unless this habit is abandoned, 
modem technology will have brought with it, for the majority, no 
increase in well-being, but merely an increase in miserable numbers. 
On the other hand, modem technology accompanied by a deliberate 
reduction in the binh-rate as well as in the death-rate would give an 
unheard-of buoyancy to a future world-state's finances. Instead of 
being constrained to take an intolerable toll from a poor and static 
peasant economy, a future world-state could afford to subsidize a 
revolution in the peasantry’s traditional Neolithic way of life through a 
world-wide application of science and technology to peasant agriculture. 

If this is indeed the outlook for a future world-state, that is fortunate 
for the human race. For the same unprecedented scientific and techno¬ 
logical progress that has opened up these prospects of higher produc¬ 
tion has al^dy produced weapons that wotild turn war into genocide 
if they were ever to be used. And the possibility that they may be used 
will remain open so long as our present-day world remains divided on 
the political plane, as it now is, among a number of sovereign indepen¬ 
dent states, in our present situation we can no more afford than our 
predecessors could, in their ‘times of troubles*, to let this perilous 
political disunity continue. But we also cannot afford, in the age of 
atomic weapons, to let the now imperative political unification of all 
mankind come about, in the traditional way, through war d outrance 
ending in the destruction of all the competing powers but one. Man¬ 
kind will have to reach political imity through agreement; and, if and 
when this unity has once been attained, we shall not be able to afford to 
see the old alternating rhythm of lapses and recoveries reassert itself. 
For, in the Atomic Age, any lapse into disunity and disorder would be a 
threat to the existence of the human race. This is an unprecedently 
difficult problem for statesmanship. But we may take heart if it is true 
that the technological revolution which has presented this problem to the 
future architects of a world-state is also going to ease for them the econo¬ 
mic problem that has repeatedly worsted their predecessors. 

6 . A JEWISH ALTERNATIVE MODEL FOR CIVILIZATIONS 

The comparative study of civilizations evidently stands to benefit by 
our new departure of setting up a second model and combining it with 
the first. Between them the Hellenic and the Chinese model throw light 
on the configuration of the histories of civilizations which could not 
have been obtained from either of them applied in isolation. Our new 
composite model seems to fit the majority of our specimens and to give 
us new insight into their struaure. This success will encourage us to set 
up a third model, with a view to exploring a phenomenon which our 
Helleno-Sinic model does not illuminate. 

When a number of mutually independent local communities have lost 
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their former political identities through being merged in a universal 
state, the merger has usually been complete and lasting. Even in those 
exceptional cases in which the duration of the universal state has 
been confined to a single spell, the short-lived universal state’s local 
successor-states have usually had no continuity t^ith the local states out 
of which the universal state was originally constituted. The Teutonic 
and Arab principalities among which the Roman Empire’s former 
Western provinces were carved up were not revivals of the local states, 
occupying the same region, that the Romans had previously conquered 
and annexed.’ The Hispano-American republics among whidi the 
former Spanish Empire of the Indies was carved up in the early nine¬ 
teenth century were not revivals of the local states that had been con¬ 
quered and annexed by the Aztecs and by the Incas. In China, where 
Ch’in Shih Hwang-ti’s universal state fell to pieces again only fourteen 
years after its establishment, the attempt to revive the former local 
states was abortive. Within five years the universal state had been re- 
esublished by Han Liu P’ang; and, though this second founder felt 
it politic to aUow some local states, labelled with traditional names, to 
retain a limited autonomy within hds unitary political fiamework, both 
their prerogatives and their territories were progressively reduced until 
they had t^en completely gleichgesckaltet within less than a hundred 
years after Liu P’ang’s accession. The local states into which China 
broke up again politically in the subsequent successive 'intermediate 
periods’ were new growth, though some of these, too, assumed tradi¬ 
tional names in the hope that th^ might give them an aura of legiti- 
ma^. In the history of the Achaemcnian Empire it was the same story. 
The house of the founder, Cyrus II, was patently extinct after the 
assassination of the Smerdis who claimed to be—and perhaps truly was 
—this house’s last surviving representative. This dramatic event occurred 
only about twenty-eight years after C3rrus had first set out on his career of 
conquest, and it was taken as a signal for the re-establishment of the 
local states that Cyrus had overthrown. But all these local insurrections 
were overcome by Darius I in little more than twelve months; and, 
when, 190 years later, the Achaemcnian Empire was overthrown by 
Alexander, only one of the successor-states into which it was subse- 
sequently carved up by Alexander’s officers bad any continuity with a 
loc^ state that had been in existence before the Persian conquests.^ 

Thus normally the establishment of a universal state, even for no 
longer than a single spell, has resulted in a permanent obliteration of the 
identities of the local states and peoples that have been incorporated in 
it. A classic case is that of 'the Lost Ten Tribes’. Today the population 

> The names of the Post-Roman Jutish Kingdom of Kent and Allien Kingdom of 
fiemicia may have been reminiscences of the two Pm-Roman Celtic Idn^onis of the 
Candi and tne Brigantes, but there was no continuiir here in substance. ’Hiere was at 
least a partial change in the composition of the population, and there was a total change 
of Ullage. 

* l^Ja excepdoa was, of cotirae, the Ptolemaic Kingdom of Egypt. In the year of 
insurrections, 5x2 B.c., Egypt had kept quiet. On the other hand, it had afterwards 
repeatedly shaken off the Peiaita yoke in the course of the fifth and fourth centuries B.c. 
Tne latest of these spells of Egyptian independence had lasted from 404 to 342/2 B.c., 
snd had thus come to an end only ten yean before the re s tored Penian regime in Egypt 
was liquidated by Alexander. 
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of the Kingdom of Israel, which was wiped off the map by the Assyrian 
Empire in 722 B.C., is represented in situ only by a few hundred Samari¬ 
tans in the neighbourho^ of Nablus. The Israelites who were deported 
were completely absorbed into the population of the countries in which 
they were settled. Their loss of identi^ was not an exception; it was the 
rule. It has become famous only because the rule was exceptionally 
broken by the history of the Israelites’ kinsmen, the people of Judah, 
after their local kingdom, in its turn, had been wiped off the map by the 
Neobabylonian Empire in 586 B.C. The Jews were twice uprooted from 
their orimnal homeland by Nebuchadnezzar and twice by the Romans. 
And, before their second uprooting by the Romans in a.d. 1^5, they 
had been subjects of five empires in turn: the Neobabyloman, the 
Achaemenian, the Ptolemaic, the Seleucid, and the Roman. From A.D. 
135 to A.D. 1948 there was no such thing as a Jewish state’ and not even 
such a thing as a Jewish 'national home’ in the sense of a territory that 
was substantially Jewish in population without being under Jewish 
rule. Yet, without the political framework of a state or the territorial 
basis of a home, the Jews have managed to preserve their separate 
identity, as a people, from 586 b.c. —the year that saw the obliteration of 
the Kingdom of Judah—down to the present day. They have preserved 
it as a scattered minority (diaspord) living among non-Jewish majorities 
in countries outside the former frontiers of the extinct Kingdom of 
Judah and hundreds or thousands of miles away from its historic capital, 
Jerusalem. 

This fact is remarkable and exceptional, but it is not unique.^ The 
Jews are not the only uprooted people who have achieved it. For 
example, it has abo been achieved by the Parsces since the destruction 
of the Sasanian Persian Empire by the Primitive Muslim Arab con¬ 
querors;* by the Monophysite Christians since the Muslim Arabs’ 
conquest of Syria, Egypt, and Armenia; and by the Nestorian Christians 
since the fifth century, when they found asylum in the Sasanian Empire 
from their Orthodox Christian persecutors in the Roman Empire. From 
the completion of the Ottoman conquest of the former territories of the 
East Roman Empire down to the revolt of the ’Osmanlis’ Greek subjects 
in the Morea in 1821, the Greek Orthodox Christians were partially 
uprooted and scattered, yet managed, in diaspord, to preserve their 
identity as a community, Jewish-fashion. In Russian Orthodox Christen¬ 
dom, members of some of the dissenting Christian sects have escaped 
from their Orthodox persecutors by migrating to the outer fringe of the 

* During this perio<^ there were state*—e.^. the Kingdom of Adiabene and the 
Khazar Empire—in which the royal family and some of tbur grandees were converts to 
ludaiam (see the present volume, pp. 85-86). There were also oases in the I^az and 
fasmeasu in Abyssinia, the Caucasus, and the Crimea in which converts to Judaism 
held their own, perhaps with some idmisture of Jewish refugees (see it. at? end 402—xa). 
But only a minority of the Jews in the World ever lived, or e>'er could have lived, in 
these holes and comers. * See also pp. 485-4. 

> ‘Perhaps only the Parsees of India are comparable to the Jews of Europe in the 
perfect blending of their nationalism and their religion. The Parsces, too, represent a 
combination of extreme religious tenacity, econotme specialisation, and cultural pro- 
Bciency, even aa the Jews, though it was not the sad lot of the Parsees to live among a 
people committed to s “heretical” form of their own fitth’ (Rabbi J. B. Agus: ‘Towards 
a PMoaophy of Jewish History', in judaitm^ 1956, p. 42). 
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Russian Empire or to regions beyond the Russian frontiers. The Molo- 
kane have found asylum in Transcaucasia and Eastern Siberia, the 
Skoptsy in Rumania, the Dukhobors in Canada. In Western Christen* 
dom the members of the Society of Friends (the Quakers), whose earliest 
recruits came from rural districts in the north of England, have tended, 
in England at any rate, to move &om their native countryside into the 
cities, because in an urban environment it has been easier for them to 
avoid a conflict with the authorities over their conscientious objection 
to paying tithes to the Episcopalian Established Church.* The migra¬ 
tion of the Quakers into the cities has also been the story of the Hugue¬ 
not rehigees from France in Holland, Britain, and Germany. Another 
of the dissenting religious communities of Western Christendom, the 
Church of the Latterday Saints (the Mormons), escaped its nineteenth- 
century persecutors by trekking westward, beyond the advancing fron¬ 
tier of settlement in ^e United States, to Utah. Its missionaries have 
since won converts almost as far afield as the missionaries of the Baha’i 
faith. 

These examples of a diaspord are numerous enough to make it useful 
to set up a model, in order to explore what the essential characteristics 
of a diaspord are and to what extent each of the apparent specimens of 
this species of community approximates to, or diverges from, the standard 
pattern. The Jewish diaspord evidently provides the best material for 
the construction. Of all the diaspords in our list it is the most ^mous, the 
most influential, and also perhaps the most unhappy, at least up to date, 
in its relations with the gentile majorities among whom it has been living. 
It has also been in existence longer than any of the others, and has been 
more completely divorced from the cultivation of the land in its original 
home. From A.D. 135 till the planting of the first Zionist Jewish agricul¬ 
tural colonies in Palestine in the eighteen-eighties, it would be approxi¬ 
mately true to say that there was no Jewish agricultural population in 
what bad once b^n the territory of the Kingdom of Judah. By contrast, 
the Parsees are still represented in Persia, and this on the land, in the 
surviving Zoroastrian viUages in the oases of Yazd and Kirman. And the 
Zoroastrian refugees who found asylum in Western India afier the fall of 
the Sasanian Empire replanted themselves on the soil in their new home. 
The present prominence of the Parsees’ role in the industrial and business 
life of the Indian sub-continent dates from no farther back than the 
establishment of the British Raj, which brought India within the 
economic, as well as the political, ambit of the modem Western World 
and created in India the conditions required for doing business in the 
modem Western way. As for the Armenian Monophysites and the Greek 
Orthodox Christians, they have each succeeded, as the Zoroastrians 
have, in holding on to the cultivation of the land in a portion of their 
ancestral domain. 

If, on these considerations, we take the Jewish diaspord as our model 
for this species of community, we shall find in it the following elements. 
First, there is the diaspord’s determination to retain its historical identity 
in circumstances in which most communities have resigned themselves 

^ Se« it. 220, footnote 2, tsd v. 173. 
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to losing theirs. Having been deprived of its state and its home and been 
reduced to living as a minority—and a scattered one—abroad, the up> 
rooted community has found new means of maintaining its cohesion and 
continuity under these adverse conditions. It maintains them now 
through ^e voluntary observance of an exacting religious ritual and law. 
The second element is the diaspK>ri’s motive for being unwilling to 
merge itself in the majority among whom it has come to live. It cherishes 
its separate identity because it believes itself to be the depository of a 
religious revelation of unique significance and value. A third element in 
the configuration of the Jewish diaspora is its recognition of the truth 
that it will fail to sunnve if it does not provide itself with an adequate 
economic basis. Since it has no state of its own and no national home, 
economic power is the only form of power within its reach; and a com¬ 
munity must command power of some kind in order to hold its own in 
the world. Even economic power is difficult for a diaspora to obtain. It 
has lost its hold on agriculture, which has been Man’s primary and staple 
source of livelihood since the Neolithic Age, and, in the alien countries 
in which it has been scattered, it has been excluded, more often than 
not, from public life, and even firom the liberal professions, as a 
penalty for its refusal to adopt the religion of the local majority. 
A diaspord must make its fortune out of whatever economic occu¬ 
pations the majority leaves open to it. The least obstructed opening 
has usually been retail trade. But, whatever the economic opportunity 
has been, the diaspord has always managed to win from it the economic 
resources required for its survival. On the economic as well as on the 
spiritual plane, penalization has proved to be an unusually powerful 
stimulus.^ 

This model derived from the Jewish diaspord fits all the other speci¬ 
mens on our list more or less dosely. In all these cases religion has 
supplied the motive for the will to preserve the scattered community’s 
identity, while economic prowess in some non-agricultural occupation 
has provided the means of putting this will to survive into effect. If we 
now simplify the model, we shdl find that the religious spedes of 
diaspord is one representative of a more comprehensive genus. Two of 
the most conspicuous diaspords in the present-day world are the Scot¬ 
tish and the Lebanese. Like the Jews, Parsees, Huguenots, and Quakers, 
the Lebanese and the Scots abroad are conspicuously successfiil in 
business; but the pressure that has moved them to seek their fortunes 
abroad has been economic, not religious or political. Neither the 
Lebanese nor the Scots have lost their country; both have been masters 
in their own house;* and neither have been persecuted, either at home 
or abroad, for clinging to their ancestral religion.* They have been 
victims, not of their fcUow men, but of Nature. Their native countries 

^ The stunu]u> of penalizations has been discuased m u. 308-50. 

* In the case of the Lebanese, this has been true dtjurg as as dg facto since the 
establishment, in tS6i, of an autonomous vilsyet of me Lebanon which became the 
Lebanese Republic in 1920. 

> The present world-wide Lebanese dsaspori mostly dates from times aubte<|uent to 
1861, i.e. &om the period in which the Lebanese people have bad a state of their om. 
Since x86i. the one great ordeal to which they have bora subjected has been the Turkish 
blockade during tlM Fiiat World War. 
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are poor countries, and they have been driven abroad by the difficulty of 

making a liveUho(^ at home.’ 

What is common to diaspora of the religious species represented by 
the Jews and the secular species represented by the Scots abroad is the 
transformation of a social structure. In both cases we are watching a 
community changing the basis of the cohesion that maintains its dis¬ 
tinctive identity. It is changing over from an originally territorial basis, 
on which it h^ been held together by living a national home and a 
national government of its own, to a cultural and occupational basis, on 
which it is held together by having common memories, beliefs, mannem 
and customs, and skills. Both the Jews and the Scots are on this road, 
though the Scots have not yet travelled far from the starting-point, while 
the Jews have long since reached the terminus. Looked at in a w'ider 
setting that includes the alien majority among whom the diaspord has 
been s^ttered, this change through which both Jews and Scots have 
been passing is a change from a vertical organization of society to a 
horizontal one. The communities into which society is articulated are 
undergoing a metamorphosis from having been so many local ceUs to 
becoming so many ubiquitous strata coexisting with each other over an 
identical area, which, in principle, may be coextensive with the whole 
habitable surfrice of the globe. 

We can follow the history of this metamorphosis. ‘Civilization is 
deracination.’* The Jewish diaspord was a product, in the Fertile 
Crescent, of two interrelated social developments: an intensifreation of 
social intercourse and an increase in urbanization. The growing social 
intercourse took the pea<%fril forms of commercial and cultural ex¬ 
changes, as well as the violent forms of war and deportation; the growing 
cities served as melting-pots in which the intercourse could lead to 
fusion. As far as we know, this process started in the Fertile Crescent 
earlier than anywhere else. Indeed the relative facility of physical com¬ 
munications between the centres of settled life in this region in the Post- 
pluvial Age is, as will be noticed in another context,^ one of the factors 
that account for the Fertile Crescent’s having been the cradle of civiliza¬ 
tion. Since the fifth and fourth millennia B.C., when civilization was in¬ 
cubating there, the Fertile Crescent has always been precocious. Time 
and again something that has made its first appearance in this nursery- 
garden of higher culture has eventually become world-wide. And the 
history of the diaspord type of social organization is an instance of the 
Fertile Crescent’s habit of giving a lead to the rest of the World. 

This is where the series of ‘times of troubles’ and universal states has 
had the loi^est history and where the social and cultural effects have 
therefore been the most intense. One landmark on this road has been the 
extinction of local states and the deportation of their former inhabitants 
by the builders of the Assyrian, Neobabylonian, and Achaemenian 

> This has been one of the spun bj which the Irish, too, have been driven abroad. 
But, unlike the Scots and the Lebanese, the Irish have been driven by poUtittl oppres¬ 
sion as well. The Irish diasporS belongs to the same clast as the drasporis list^ on 
pp.aix-ta. 

* R. Redfield: Th« Primititu World tmd its Tran^ormatiota, p. 49. 

» On p. 336. 
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empires. Another landmark has been the reorganization, in diaspora, of 
the uprooted communities. This has usually started as a spontaneous 
movement of self-help on the part of the deportees, and has ended as an 
obligatory organization on which the imperial authorities have insisted 
for their own convenience. We can trace the evolution of these non- 
territorial communities backwards from its fully developed form in the 


Ottoman Empire to its rudiments in the Achacmcnian Empire, and we 
can watch the official attitude changing from tacit toleration through 
explicit sanction to positive requirement, as the usefulness of this 
horizontal system of communal organization gradually becomes apparent 
to the administrators of universal states. 


If we are right in looking upon the universal states that have already 
come and gone as having been the forerunners of a hiture world-state, 
the social structure for which the Jewish diaspori provides a model will 
have a practical, as well as an academic, interest for the living generation 
of mankind and our successors. ‘Displaced persons’ are the raw materials 
of a diaspori; and, since the expulsion of the United Empire Loyalists 
from the United States after the Revolutionary War,* ‘displaced per¬ 
sons’ have, unhappily, been becoming an ever larger and more impor¬ 
tant feature in the coiffiguration of human society. It is a tragic paradox 
that, during the last 150 years, old-established diasporis have been up¬ 
rooted and expelled—if they have had the good fortune to escape being 
extirpated—as a result of the ruthless application of the Western ideal of 
nationally homogeneous local states. This ideal is an attempt to restore 
the configuration of socie^ as it was before local communities began to 
be mixed up and stratified in diasporas in the course of a long succession 
of ‘times of troubles’ and universe states. Such attempts to ‘put back the 
clock’ work havoc—as is illustrated by the atrocities and sufferings that 
accompanied the partitions of the Ottoman Empire between 1821 and 
1924 and of the British Indian Empire in 1947. In the Second World 
War the crimes of deradnation and genocide were committed on an 
Assyrian scale. If it were now possible for history to repeat itself, we 
should be today on the eve of a third world war in which our world 
would be unified politically by force to the accompaniment of atrodties 
such as we have not yet witnessed. Since, however, a third world war 
would be fought with atomic weapons, it looks as if the actual choices 
now before us were a unification of the World by consent and, alter¬ 
natively, genocide on a colossal scale. So perhaps we may venture to 
hope that, in shrinking from genocide, mankind will save itself from 
further bouts of wholesale eviction and massacre. 

If this hope were realized, would that mean that the transformation of 
local communities into world-wide diasporas would come to a halt? 
This seems unlikely, so long as technology continues to advance; and 
this is a movement that shows no sign of luting or even slowing down. 
The accelerating improvement in means of commumcation of all kinds 
may do more to promote the creation of diaspords by facilitating it than 
Assyrian war-lords were ever able to do by force. In a society that is 


t This was so epoch-msking event in modem history, as has been pointed out in 
iv. 165. 
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'annihilating distance’, world>wide diaspoiis, rather than local national 
states, look like ‘the wave of the futures* 

No doubt, in a future world society, there will still be on the map a 
network of social units based on locality, as there has been in all the 
universal states that have come and gone so far. In the administrative 
organization of a universal state the local states that the empire-builders 
have overthrown have cither been retained as provinces after having been 
deprived of their sovereignty or have been replaced by a new network of 
provinces with different areas but with the same function of serving as 
units for local administration. There are some indispensable social 
services—for instance, water-supply, drains, and light and power—that 
are bound, by their very nature, to be organized on the basis of neigh¬ 
bourhood. As technology continues to advance, the optimum area for 
such purposes may increase in size, but, at its maximum, it wall still be 
small compared to the total area of the Earth’s habitable surface. Thus 
we may expect to see units based on locality survive; but we may also 
expect to see these come to play a progressively less important part by 
comparison with units whose principle of association is, not physical 
neighbourhood, but a community of beliefs, ideas, aspirations, interests, 
or activities. This has been the tenden(7 in the social history of universal 
states in the past; and in the current age this tendency seems likely to be 
reinforced by one of the characteristic movements of our time: the 
present-day world-wide drift into the cities. 

Urbanization is going forward today in countries of the most diverse 
civilization and so^ structure. One can watch it happening in Japan, 
Indonesia, 'Iraq, Australia, Mexico, Peru. All over the World the rural 
population is fio^ng into the cities, even where the cities offer the eager 
immigrants nothing better than a life of unemployment and penury in 
shanty towns. In Japan the habitable part of the coimtry has already 
become one continuous city, in which a minority of ^e urbanized 
population happens still to work in helds instead of in factories; and the 
present aspect of Japan gives an anticipatory view of what seems likely 
to be the future aspect of the World as a whole. Urbanization is being 
promoted by two consequences of the technological revolution that are 
both working in this Erection. The reduction of the death-rate— 
especially the rate of infant mortality—by preventive medicine has 
resulted in an increase in the rural population beyond the numbers that 
agriculture either requires or is capable of supporting; and ‘the annihila¬ 
tion of distance’ has removed the ancient obstacles to migration. This 
transformation of the World into a cosmopolis ^vours social organization 
on a non-local basis. It is a well-known feature of urban life that city- 
dwellers associate, not with their next-door neighbours, but with kindred 
spirits scattered all over the metropolitan area. In a village one must 
consort with one’s next-door neighbour, willy-nilly. In a great city with 
a highly developed transportation system, one has a far wider choice of 
friends and companions. Now that the World is becoming one city, we 
may expect to see associations based on neighbourhood come to be 
overshadowed by others based on spiritual affinity: that is to say, by 

» s« pp. 483-4. 
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diasporas in the broadest sense of the term in which this includes 
ubiquitous scattered minorities that are held together by religious and 
other ties of all kinds that are independent of locality. 

If this forecast is justified, we need our Jewish model for a diaspord, as 
well as our Hellenic model for the transition from local states to a uni¬ 
versal state and our Chinese model for the alternating rhythm of a uni¬ 
versal state’s successive lapses and rallies. Each of ^ese models is an 
indispensable mental tool for the comparative study of civilizations, be¬ 
cause each of them gives us the key to one of the major configurations of 
human society and culture during the Age of the Civilizations up to date. 
And each configuration is the product of a resolution of forces. In each 
case Man’s attempt to achieve an aim that is of major importance to him 
can be seen contending with the problems and the penalties that his 
pursuit of this particular aim brings with it. In the Hellenic model we sec 
Man in process of civilization pursuing the possibilities of creativity that 
are offered by a regime of extreme local diversity and independence, 
until the strife which is the price of this regime reaches a pitch of in¬ 
tensity at which society finds itself constrained to purchase peace through 
unity at the cost of resigning itself to an uninspiring uniformity. In the 
Jewish model we see Man in the same chapter of his history clinging to 
some revelation, discovery, achievement, or way of life that he feels to be 
of supreme significance and value, and ther^ore exerting himself to 
preserve the separate identity of the‘Chosen People’ that is the custodian 
of this pearl ot great price. The ‘Chosen People’s’ belief in its national 
mission gives it the spirit to maintain itself in diaspori after losing its 
national state and even its national home—and tl^ in a situation in 
which the rest of society has resigned itself to the merger of national 
individualities in the oecumenical unity that is the price of peace. In the 
Chinese model we see soi-disant civilized Man exerting himself to pre¬ 
serve this oecumenical unity, once established, and to restore it each 
time that it breaks up. He restores it because he cannot bear the strife 
and disorder that the return of disunity brings with it. Each of these 
endeavours is an attempt to satisfy one of Man’s fundamental require¬ 
ments. But the histories of civilizations up to date do not give us any 
assurance that these fundamental requirements can all be fulfilled simul¬ 
taneously. The extent to which Man in process of civilization succeeds 
in reconciling these requirements with each other gives one measure of 
Man’s capacity for living as the social animal that he has to be if he is to 
survive. 

7. IS IT POSSIBLE TO CONSTRUCT A MODEL FOR HIGHER 
RELIGIONS? 

The spiritual treasure that has inspired an uprooted people to pre¬ 
serve its separate identity in diaspord has, so far, usually been a higher 
religion. The higher religions have made their epiphany in the course of 
the Age of the Civilizations; and, if we take them at their adherents’ 
valuation of them, we shall find in them alternative fields of study that 
will be more illuminating than civilizations because, in the higher 
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religions, we shall be studying Man’s most important activity. Higher 
religions have, in fact, b^n taken as their fields by Christian and 
Muslim students of human affairs. But religion is at a discount in the 
present-day Western World; and at the beginning of this book, when 
I was looking for a field of study that would be more intelligible than 
a national state is, 1 took civilizations as my units without considering 
higher religions as a possible alternative. If it had occurred to me to take 
my cue from the earliest English historian, the Venerable Bede, I should 
have expanded my field of vision, not from England to the Western 
World, but from English Christians to the Church of which they arc 
adherents and to the religion of which the Church is the social embodi¬ 
ment. This different approach to the study of hunum affairs would, no 
doubt, have yielded a different picture of them.* It is not too late to 
follow up the secular approach by now taking the religious one in turn. 
And this still open possibility raises the question whether, for a com¬ 
parative study of higher religions, it is possible and necessary to set up 
a model—or more than one—as we have found it useful to do as an aid 
to our comparative study of civilizations. 

In this volume* I have suggested two criteria for distinguishing higher 
religions from others. Higher religions are attempts to put individual 
human souls into direct communion with absolute spiritual Reality, 
without the mediation of either non-human nature or the human 
society—^whichever it may be—^in which the soul in search of God is a 
participant in consequence of Man’s being a social creature. And, for 
this reason, the discoverers—or recipients—of a higher religion are 
moved to extricate it from religion’s traditional social matrix and to 
embody it in new institutions—the Christian Church, the Buddhist 
Sangha, and the like—that will no longer be integral parts of the structure 
of some civilization but will be independent societies of a new kind. 
Taking these two criteria as our touchstones, we have detected* a dis¬ 
tinction between two sets of religions of the ‘Idgher’ category. In one set 
—represented by Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam—^wc have three 
higher religions ^at have extricated themselves more or less completely. 
In the other set—represented by Judaism, Zoroastrianism, and Hindu¬ 
ism—we have three other higher religions that have started along this 
road but have halted, part way.* Each of these other three displays the 
distinctive features of a higher religion, yet at the same time each or them 
has continued, so far, to be an integr^ part of the civilization within 
whose bosom it has arisen. In this situation would it be legitimate—and 
illuminating—to construct a model out of the common essential features 
of Islam, Christianity, and Buddhism, and to regard this as a standard 
that Hinduism, Zoroastrianism, and Judaism have approached without 
having succeeded in attaining it completely? Before committing our¬ 
selves to this course, it may be prudent to take note of some other signifi- 

r Tbit point hu been touched on elrcedy on pp. 161-2. 

* On pp. 81-8^ ) See pp. 85-^. 

* The luc of SIX higher religions with which I am operating in this volume is, of 
course, not exhaustive. But at any rate it u an improvement on the list of four with 
which I operated in vol. vii. Chrmopber Dawson has jusdy criticized me (in Tovi^tt 
andHistcry, p. 134; cp. Father L. Wijker, ibid., p. 342) for not having included Judaism 
and the Hinayana. 
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cant dLfiferenoes that divide the higher religions on our list, and to observe 
whether, in all the possible alternative classifications, these six religions 
invariably fall into the same sets. 

Assuming that the distinctive purpose of a higher religion is to 
establish and maintain direct communion between human souls and 
absolute spiritual Reality, we should expect it to announce a revelation 
or discovery of the truth about Reality and to give instructions for acting 
in the light of this truth. Since a higher religion’s message is addressed 
to individuals, we should expect this also to be delivered by individual 
prophets, seers, or sages—whether it is revealed progressively by a 
succession of heralds, or is revealed by a single unique herald once for 
all. Since it is a revolutionary message, we should expect its heralds to 
proclaim and demand a more or less radical break with traditional re> 
ligious practices and beliefs. Since the soul’s whole destiny is in question, 
we should expect each higher religion to insist that it is the sole fount of 
truth, means of grace, and way of salvation for all men. We should 
expect these features to display themselves more clearly and amply in 
the higher religions that have established their independence com¬ 
pletely than in those that have not shaken themselves free from the 
civilizations within which they have originally made their appearance. 
Let us see how far these a priori expectations arc borne out by the facts. 

The most precise and relevant statement of doctrine and set of instruc¬ 
tions to individuals is to be found in the Hinayana school of Buddhism. 
The other higher religions, too, have creeds, with the exception of 
Hinduism, and all of them have sets of instructions. But in Chmtianity 
and Islam to some extent, as well as in the three incompletely indepen¬ 
dent higher religions to a larger extent, the instructions to individuals 
for the conduct of their direct personal relations with Reality are en¬ 
cumbered with ritual and social regulations. These are a legacy from the 
stage at which religion is merely one element among others in a culture, 
and is bound up with these other elements too intimately for it to be 
possible, at that stage, to draw a distinction between what is religious 
and what is secular. Only Buddhism—and this perhaps only in its 
original form, before the emergence of the Mahayana—has shaken itself 
entirely free from this legacy of an older dispensation. 

When we look into the agency by which a higher religion’s message 
has been delivered, we find that Zoroastrianism, as well as Buddhism, 
Christianity, and Islam, has a unique founder. Zarathustra, Gautama, 
Jesus, and Muhammad are, of course, recognized to have had both fore¬ 
runners and successors. But the founder’s uniqueness is not impaired by 
this. In his followers’ eyes his epiphany is the culminating event in 
human history; there will not be any future event of equal magnitude— 
at any rate, not before the winding-up of history at the end of time. The 
founder’s epiphany divides all time and all history into two epochs. 
However, in ^e history of Buddhism, as we watch the Mahayana taking 
shape, we see the unique figure of the historical Buddha, Gautama, 
being gradually lost among a series of buddhas and a host of bodhisattvas, 
some of whom are now credited with greater potency, and are objects of 
greater devotion, than the historical founder himself. Here we see 
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Buddhism moving in the same direction as post-Buddhaic Hinduism, 
with its series of incarnations of \^hnu and its succession of sa^s. If we 
look for a founder of post-Buddhaic Hinduism, we may single out 
Sankara—only to find that he has not acquired the status of the unique 
founders of Buddhism, Zoroastrianism, Christiamty, and Islam. Who 
would venture to maintain that Sankara is in a totally different category 
from, say, his successor Ramanuja or even from his remote predecessor 
Yajnavalkya? And, when we turn to Judaism and seek to identify a 
founder here, we meet with the same difficulty. Shall we find the founder 
of Judaism in Abraham the recipient of the Promise, or in Moses the 
recipient of the Law, or in Johanan ben Zakkai the father of the present- 
day diaspora ? Indeed, shall we find him in any individual human being ? 
Was not all Israel, collectively, the human party to the Covenant made 
at Mount Sinai? And is a founder of any kind, individual or collective, 
really the central human figure in God’s dispensation as seen through 
Jewish eyes? Instead of being turned backwards towards a founder, are 
they not directed forwards towards a future fulfiUer? In Judaism does 
not the expected Messiah overshadow the patriarchs and prophets, as, 
in the Maha^'ana, the coming buddha overshadows the historical 
Gautama? 

In making a revolutionary breach with tradition, Gautama and Zara- 
thustra have been more uncompromisii^ than Jesus or Muhammad. 
Jesus claimed that he was fulfilling the Scriptures, and Muhammad that 
he was restoring the pure religion of Abraham. Hinduism, like the 
English Common Law, goes still farther in assertu^ an unbroken con¬ 
tinuity with the past. It iimovates, not by abro^ting the past, but by 
reinterpreting it On the other hand, Judaism, which resembles Hindtmm 
and Zoroastrianism in retaining a large and burdensome legacy of primi¬ 
tive ritual and social practice, is as tmeompromising as Zoroastrianism 
and Buddhism in proclaiming its break with traditional polj^cism. 

It will be seen that the sets into which our six higher religions divide 
on these several different principles of classification arc not always pre¬ 
cisely the same. And, when we come to the distinction between exdusive- 
mindedness and cmbracing-mindedness, we find that, unexpectedly, 
this further division cuts across our original division between indepen¬ 
dence and an incomplete approximation to it This is surprising, because 
the higher religions that have gone the farthest in extricating them^lvcs 
might have been expected, a priori, to have become the most convinced 
of the uniqueness of their own truffi and value. Ye^ on the test of their 
degree of exclusivc-mindedness, the higher religions divide on gco- 
graphico-cultural lines, with the Judaic religions and Zoroastrianism on 
the exclusive-minded side, and the Indian religions on the other.* 

Hinduism is all-inclusive in its own estimation. Every religion and 

t This contrtn is underlined by Christopher Dswson in Tbyniee ond Hisioryf p. 135. 
He goes on, ibid., p. 136, to express the view tbst Chnstianity’s only elective nvsl 
today is Conununism. He describes Communism ss beins s 'seculsr coimter-reUgion*. 
It might also be described as being sn heretical version of Christiani^ in the sense in 
wUch Christianity itself and Islam are heretical versions of Judaism, whatever la^l we 
may affix to it, Conununism is unquestionably the offipr^ of Judaism and Christianity, 
ana its cbsrscteriiticslty Judaic ecdusive-mindednest is sn inheritance from its pro¬ 
genitors. 
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philosophy under the Sun is, in Hindu eyes, just one more interesting 
and valuable variation on Hinduism’s inexhaustible theme. This is the 
truth about them all, as Hindus see it; and it remains the truth, however 
vehemently it may be denied by the blind-eyed devotees of certain 
fanatical sects. This is, of course, the attitude that we should expect to 
find Hinduism adopting; for, of all six higher religions, Hinduism is the 
one that has been the most frank in acknowledging its continuity with 
the past and the most pious in cultivating it; and one of the most 
prominent characteristics of religion everywhere, in the age before the 
higher religions made their appearance, was a spirit of live-and-let-iive, 
which made possible the coexistence of a number of local pantheons, 
with a number of separate divinities in each of them. If, in the Hellenic 
World in the third and fourth centuries of the Christian Era, Neoplaton¬ 
ism had got the better of Christiaruty, present-day Hinduism would 
have met with a kindred spirit in a Neoplatonist Church at the western 
end of the Old World. Even the historic victor here, Christianity, has 
been more Hindu-minded than it admits; for it conquered Neoplaton¬ 
ism and its other rivals—the worships of Mithras, Isis, Cybele, and the 
rest—at the price of unavowedly incorporating them in itself. Islam and 
Judaism, too, have incorporated elements of other religions to a lesser 
extent. But all three Judiuc religions speak with one voice in denying 
these failures of theirs to live up to their principles completely. 

This is what we should expect of Christianity and Islam, which have 
made themselves wholly independent of the civilizations in which they 
came to birth, and have made it their mission to convert the whole of 
Mankind. But the repudiation of the past is surprising in Judaism, 
which has so far remained attached to a particular ‘ Chosen People* whose 
cultural heritage goes back to a pre-prophetic, pre-Mosaic, and pre- 
Abrahamic antiquity. Conversely, it is surprising to find Buddhism, 
which resembles Islam and Christianity in the completeness of its in¬ 
dependence and in the universality of its mission, nevertheless behaving 
in practice in a Hindu way over the all-important issue of its attitude 
towiirds other religions. In Eastern Asia, which has been its major 
mission-held, Buddhism has not seriously attempted to wipe its rivals 
off the map. It has been content with coexistence, and has not shrunk 
from making the necessary compromises.* In China it has acquiesced in 
beii^ fought with its own weapons. It has suffered the Taoist counter¬ 
church to purloin its org^zation and ritual, and the Confucian 
philosophy to purloinits metaphysics, in either case without acknowledge¬ 
ments. In Japan, Buddhism has enlisted Shinto divinities as janitors for 
the bodhisam'as’ temples, and has agreed upon an equal division of 
functions and emoluments— talcing for itself the monopoly of officiating 

1 The position of the Taotric Mahayan* in Tibet, Mongolia, and Zungarta and of the 
Hinayana in Ceylon, Burma, Siam, and Cambodia is superhdaUy di^krent. In these 
countries the low foim of Buddhim is not just one of several coexisting religions and 
philosophies, ss it it in Chhia, Vietnam, Korea, and Japan. It ts tht religion, in the sense 
In whicn, today, Christianity is th 4 religion in Europe and the Americas, and Islam the 
religion in South-West Asia and North Africa. Yet, In the countries in which Buddhism 
has secured a local moiwpoly. it baa bought it at the same price at which ChristUnity and 
Islam have bought theirs. It has prevails by incorporating a great de«l of the previous 
religion of the luid. 
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at funerals, while leaving to Shinto the monopoly of officiating at 
marriages. If Buddhism ^d also disseminated itself in Western Asia 
and Europe, the Buddhist temple in a present-day English village would 
be rubbing shoulders with a Neoplatonist temple and a shrine of Odin 
or Thor, and the relations between the three non-Christian clergymen 
in the village would be decidedly more amicable than those between the 
actual Church of England parson, Methodist ntinister, and Roman 
Catholic priest. 

Thus, when we try to classify the higher religions, we find ourselves 
confronted by an irreducible cross-dh^on between two principles of 
classification that are both of major importance. On the test of the extent 
of the achievement of independence and universality, Buddhism, Islam, 
and Christianity fall into one group and Hinduism, Zoroastrianism, and 
Judaism into another. On the test of the degree of exclusive-mindedness, 
the three Judaic religions and Zoroastrianism fall into one group, as 
against the two Indian religions. On this evidence we can go no fa^er 
than to conclude that a tendency towards independence, universality, 
and exclusiveness is characteristic of the higher religions as a species. 
But we shall not find any particular specimen or specimens combining 
all three specific characteristics so markedly as to provide us with the 
materials for constructing a model applicable to all representatives of the 
class. 


c 


RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR 

TOPICS 

VII. EXPLANATIONS AND REVISIONS OF 
USAGES OF TERMS 

1 . DEFINITIONS 

T here is no need to revise my usage of the term ‘defmitions’, since, 
so far, I have used it rarely, and then only, as far as I am aware, 
in the ordinary current meaning of it. I must, however, now explain 
what I believe this meaning to 1 ^, because I have been criticized, both 
in general and in particular, for not having defined my terms clearly in 
advance, before making use of them. 

Christopher Hill, for example, finds that *Mr. Toynbee eschews 
precise dilution',* and Bagby pillories my work as ‘an outstanding 
example of the difficulties and confusion into which a lack of clear 
definitions can lead us'.^ A. Eban complains^ that my use of the word 
‘fossil’ is never defined and adds that ‘it is indeed a basic weakness of 
his work that it evades the definition of its fundamental terms*. Since 
‘civilization’ and ‘civilizations* (singular: 'a civilization*) arc key-terms 
of mine, I have been taken to task particularly for not defining these by 
critics who believe that preliminary definitions are desirable. K. W. 
Thompson has criticized me^ for not defining my use of this word in the 
singular, and explaining how it stands to my use of the word ‘society*. 
M. Postan considers’ ^at I have used it in a great variety of senses. 
R. K. Merton,* P. Gardiner,’ P. M. Sweezy,® H. Marrou,® W. H. 
McNeill,*^ and A. Hourani" hold that I have not defined or elucidated 
my use of the word in the plural. R. T. Clark holds** that I have given 
a definition that is arbitrary and incomplete. Merton and Hourani find, 
as Bagby does,** that my list of civilizations is arbitrary and that this 
is due to my failure to define what I mean by them. Granville Hicks 

< Tiu Modtm Quarterly, Autumn, 1947, p. 295. 

* Culture and Sittory, p. 182. 

* In Toynbee and History, p. 324. 

* Ibid., p. 2t6. Cp. M. A. Fitzaimon* in The Intent of Toynbee’s History: A Co- 
o^atioe Appraisal, and R. T. Clsrk in The Nmeteenth Century and After, rol. exxx. 
No. 777 ji 9 ^)a P' See furthet the pireaent volume, pp. 274'‘5. 
s In The Sodohgteal Revieto, vol. xxvili (X936), p. 5$. 

* In TheAmericanyotsmalofSoaology.v^. xivii. No. 2 (September, 1941), pp.2»5-i3. 
t In Time and Tide, 30th October, 1954. 

* In The Nation, x9th October, 1946. 

* In Snrit, July, 105a, p. laj. 

<0 In The Intent of Toynbee’s History: A Cooperative Appraisal. 

In The Dublin Jievieo, vol. 339, No. 470 (December, 1935), p. 3S0. 

See The Nineteenth Century arul After, November, 1941, p. 297. 

<* In Culture and History, pp. 177-81. 
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questions’ whether ‘a civilization’ is definable, and, supposing that it is, 
whether it can be defined precisely enough to make it feasible to compare 
specimens of the class. I have also been criticized for not having defined 
what I mean by ‘creativity’,* by ‘universal state’,* by ‘culture’,'* by 
‘sainthood’,* and by ‘laws of God’.® 

However, on this issue, the critics are not unanimous. G. A. Birks, 
for example, defends me^ against criticisms of me for not having defined 
my terms, and R. Coullx>m finds* that I have been right in principle in 
not trying to define the word ‘civilizations’ too tightly. H. W. B. 
Joseph gives the reason why. Definitions of kinds, he points out,® 
cannot be demonstrated. They come from our experience of particular 
cases. And, since we cannot know beforehand how many more particu> 
lar cases we may be going to encoimter in the future, our definitions 
may, at any moment, become untrue to the facts if we have frozen these 
definitions so hard that we can no longer revise them. Here we put our 
finger on the weak point of definitions as instruments for acquiring 
knowledge and understanding of phenomena, human or non-human. 
Definitions are, by definition, hard-set. At least, the only definition of 
definitions that I can think of is that they are frozen ‘models’ (using the 
word ‘modeU’ in the sense in which it has been used in the preceding 
chapter). It is significant that definitions have scored their greatest 
successes in madiematics: for instance, in geometry. In mathematics 
the materials under investigation are also frozen bard, and therefore 
definitions, in spite of their rigidity, are effective tools for dealing with 
them. Mathematical entities are abstractions from phenomena; and their 
human makers take care to carry the process of abstraction to a degree at 
which the products will be incapable of committing irregularities. But 
phenomena, as we find them, are not equally docile. Even non-human 
phenomena are not amenable to complete a priori regimentation; 
human phenomena are elusively mobile. It is therefore hazardous to 
apply to the study of phenomena a mental instrument that has acquired 
its prestige through its effectiveness for the study of abstractions. 

If definitions are to be used at all in the study of human af^rs, they 
will be less hampering, and possibly more illuminating, if, instead of 
making them, more mathematico, at the beginning of our inquiry, we 
work them out retrospectively, as a check on the results that we have 
obtained by the application of ill-defined and therefore fiexible ‘models’. 
Bagby is an outstanding example of an inquirer who has pinned his 
faith on a priori definitions as being the most promising prolegomena 
to a comparative study of civilizations. Yet, when, in the ninth and 
last chapter of Culture and History, he sets out to give examples of 
similarities in the development of civilizations, he declares, to his credit, 

> In Th* New Leader, tSth October, 1954. 

> R. K. Merton in loc. ch. , » R. K. Merton, ibid. 

* J. K. Feibleman in TienHsia Monthly, vol. xi, Noe. 1 and a (1940), pp. 2i-a». 

* Houram in loc. eit., p. 385. 

S C. B. Jwnt in The Austrtdasian Journal «ff PkQotophy, vd. 34, No. 3 (December, 
*955). P-*?®- 

t In Phuoiopky, October, 1950, pp. 33^-40. 

* In Toynbee and ffisiory, p. 149, footnote t. 

* An Introduction to Logie, and p. 8t. 
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that ‘precise and useful dehnitions of basic terms can only be formu> 
lated after, not before, the facts have been care^iUy examined’. If he 
had lived to write the further volumes that he was planning, one may 
guess that he would have had to spend many more pages in modifying 
the definitions given in his prolegomena than he has spent in this pre¬ 
liminary volume in setting them up. 

2. HISTORY 

The original meaning of the Greek word hisioria was inquiry or study. 
The Greek adjective polykistor meant an inquirer whose curiosity had 
led him to study a wide range of subjects. There is a vestige of this 
original Greek usage in the current English term ‘natural history* in the 
sense of a study of Nature (though the realm of Nature has come, in this 
context, to be convention^y restricted to the province of living crea¬ 
tures, and this to the exclusion of Man). The Greek word, however, 
came to be applied particularly to the study of human a^irs, and this to 
the exclusion of the analytic^ and classincatory procedure that is the 
human intellect’s characteristic method of operation. Hence it came to 
mean the study of human phenomena as we see them on the move 
through time and space; and from this, by analogy, it has also come to 
mean the study of phenomena on the move, whatever their nature: 
c.g. the phenomena studied in astronomy, geology, and biology, which, 
as A. L. Kroeber has pointed out,* are really not scientific but historical 
studies.* Kroeber has also pointed out* that the true antithesis to the 
analytical and classificatory procedure is not the vision of human affairs 
as temporal events but ‘the endeavour to achieve a conceptual integra¬ 
tion of phenomena while preserving the ini^ity of the phenomena’. 
These two alternative definitioiu do not connict with each other; and 
both bear out Kroeber’s dicta^ that science and history differ, not in 
their held, but in their basic approach; that the historical approach is 
applicable to all phenomena; and that the material of history can be 
used for the scientific approach as well as for the historical. Even the 
two basic approaches have an underlying affinity. History, as well as 
science, reconstructs,* though it does this only against the grain, and 
with the archaistic purpose of restoring dilapidated phenomena to their 
pristine integrity,* whereas science reconstructs with the purpose of 
probing its way through the phenomena to the discovery of some 
non-phenomenal reality behind them. 

Whether we adopt the popular definition of history or Kroeber’s 
more penetrating definition of it or both, we are led to the conclusion 
that the distinction between the historical approach and other approaches 

‘ In Th« Naturt of Culture, p. 80 (»ee Chipter II, Annex, Ad Hominem, pp. 6o4-5> 
in the present voltime). 

* In modem Western Isnetisa^ the word 'histoiV a used in a secondary sense to 
mean the subject-matter of historical study. In this otriective—or would-^ objective— 
meaning the range of the word 'history* is usually connned to human afliiis. 

* See the passages quoted on p. 14. * Ibid., pp. 7^ and 74. 

s Ibid., p. 5. 'Historieal determinations are in their essence subjective findings' (ibid., 

^ 6 ^e historical approach is always s reconstruction—of the phenomena themselves 
and of their dates and places (ibid., p. 70; cp. pp. 79 and tot). 
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to the study of human affairs can be maintained only in the field of 
epistemological theory. ‘History is one of the ways of organising human 
knowledge’ ;* but we have already taken note* that the method of preserv¬ 
ing the integrity of the phenomena by arranging them in the temporal 
sequence in wUch they present themselves to iis is not adequate for 
coping with the phenomena without also resorting to alternative ways of 
handlm^ them. Since the stream of events never, in fact, presents itself 
in the singular, as one solitary sequence, but always in the plural, as a 
number ot sequences occurring simultaneously side by side, we cannot 
cope with the phenomena without also taking a synoptic comparative 
view of at least two, and usually many more, simultaneous sequences; 
and this means bringing to bear the method of analysis and classifica¬ 
tion. Accordingly, in practice, the followers of either method have al¬ 
ways applied the other method as well. As Kroeber sees it, history deals 
in phenomena, and science in process, but an interest in phenomena and 
an interest in process are both necessary.* ‘If history has no end except 
the collection of facts for their own sake, it becomes merely an intellec¬ 
tual pastime, like stamp-collecting.*'* Laws cannot be eliminated from 
history. Conversely, historical elements are present in all sciences.* 
Science has become historical in spirit,^ while ‘history is ... becoming 
the scienoe of social development’.^ ‘Sociology and history are two 
complementary parts of a single science—^the science of social life.’* 
We must apply the technique of the social anthropologists to the study 
of the higher civilizations’ constituent cultures. ‘Contemporary anthro¬ 
pologists, like Professor Evans-Pritchard, have accepted the principle 
of the essentially historical character of social anthropology, and in the 
same way it seems reasonable that historians should begin to pay more 
attention to the methods and the contribution of social anthropology.’^ 
‘If we throw aside . . . administrative considerations and look at the 
problem itself, we see that the difference between the philosopher and 
the historian can only be one of degree and emphasis.’**’ 

Unfortunately the reaction of modem Western historians to the rise 
of the social sciences has, so far, been, for the most part, defensive and 
even hostile. This attitude of theirs h^ been noted in this book already 
in several places.** In the first of these passages I have criticized it, and, 
on reconsideration, 1 find myself confirmed in holding that my criticism 
is justified. I have, however, expressed myself there in Polybius’s 
polemical vein, and polemical controversy is notoriously apt to defeat its 
own purpose by provoking opposition instead of winning assent. I 
will therefore now present the same criticism in the words of A. L. 
Kroeber, a scholar who has the art of being trenchant without being 
provocative. 

> M. R. Cohen: Tht Mtetani of Human History, p. 41, quoted already on p. 139, 
footnote 3. > On pp. 158-70. 

t Kroeber, op. dt., p^ 63 and 63. 

* Chr. Dawaon; 7 ^ Dy>*omia of World History, p. xp. 

» Cohen, op. dt., p. 37. * Dawaon, op. dt., p. xo. 

t Ibid., p. 30 . • Ibid. 

* Chr. Dawaon in Toynbee and History, p. 138. 

Cohen, op. dt., quoted on p. X30. 

t.g. in ix. 173-316, and in the preaent volume on pp. 13-14, tp and 13^-30. 
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'History does not know what to do with the flock of social sciences mill , 
ing around her knees. She wavers between claiming them as offspring be¬ 
cause they deal with her material, and repudiating them because they do 
not treat it historically. It is an attitude at once somewhat annoyed and 
disdainful.’* 

In the historians’ reaction to science’s invasion of what they consider to 
be their domain, 

'there has been an inclination to cling to narrative as being least easily 
convertible into generalisation; to hug events rather than engage with their 
patterns; to resign the economic aspects of history to economists rather 
than include them; to ignore the results of ethnography, on the external 
ground that they are dateless and therefore non-historical; to allow ^e 
history of the great East Asiatic civilizations to settle behind watertight 
bulkheads; to view any larger culture history askance; to emphasize the 
mechanics of documentation as evidence that history, too, was objective 
and scientific.’* 

This is a fair account of the attitude that has been adopted by con¬ 
temporary Western historians—or at any rate by one school of them 
which, at present, probably represents the majority. We may perhaps 
expect to see this rigid posture gradually relax as the application of 
scientific method to the study of human aflPairs becomes more familiar, 
and as it continues, as, no doubt, it will, to vindicate itself by making 
important additions to our knowledge and understanding. In our time 
we are watching the merger of the old departmental ‘disciplines’ in a 
new comprehensive study of human affairs. This merger seems in¬ 
evitable, because we not only have effective means of making it, but have 
an imperative need to make it, in the present situation of mankind.* ‘This 
great unity is the true study for the student of Man.’* If the historians 
were to persist in holding aloof, their non-co-operation would not arrest 
the movement towards a unification of human studies; its effect would 
merely be to take out of the historians’ hands the job of supplying the 
indispensable historical component of the new comprehensive study. 
This would be a loss to learning, since it is obvious that nobody else 
could supply this component so well as the historians themselves if they 
chose. Kroeber believes ‘the time to be near when efforts for close 
federation in the united sciences may well come from students of cul¬ 
ture’.* So long as the goal is reached, it docs not matter which of the 
‘disciplines’ has the honour and glory of having taken the initiative. 
What matters is that all should co-operate whole-heartedly in a common 
enterprise in which an important interest of mankind is at stake. 

3. METAHISTORY 

The word ‘metahistory’ needs defining because it has become current 
only recently. Presumably it has been coined on the analogy of Aristotle’s 
coinage of the word ‘metaphysics’. If so, it would mean a field of study 

* A. L. Kn>«b«r: NatuT$ of CvUvrt, p. 73. * IWd., p. 74. 

» S« Ch»pter V. * Kroeber. op. cit., p. 19, quoted already 00 p. 132. 

* Ibid., pp. lo-xi, quoted already oa p. 132. 
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that comes ‘after’ the study of history and lies ‘beyond’ it (the Greek 
preposition ‘meta’ can mean both ‘af^’ and ‘beyond’). 

when Aristotle had completed his inquiry into physics, he found 
himself left with a number of unanswered questions that had arisen in 
the course of it. These questions were not about physics itself; they 
were about some hitherto nameless subject which was apparenUy the 
setting within which the inquiry into physics had been conducted. Thus 
the intellectual conquest of the field of physics opened up a further 
field of inquiry beyond it, and Aristotle labelled this ‘what comes 
“after” or “be^nd” physics’ (fd metd td physikd). This label might 
imply no more than that physics was the avenue along which Aristotle 
had arrived at the threshold of his new subject. It might also imply that, 
if one does not go on from physics (or history) to ‘metaphysics’ (or 
‘metahistory’), one will not be able to understand physics (or history) 
itself, or, in other words, that ‘metaphysics’ (or ‘metahistory’) is the 
field in which physics (or history) finds its explanation. These two im¬ 
plications are evidently not mutually exclusive. 

Is there really a subject, analogous to Aristotle’s ta meta td physikd, 
that can properly be labelled ‘what comes after history’ (td metd td 
kistorikd)} If the word ‘history’ is defined narrowly as meaning ‘the 
study of phenomena on the move’ or ‘the study of phenomena in their 
integrity’, then the analytical and classificatory method of studying 
human afi^airs—^the method applied in psychology and in the soci^ 
sciences—would fall within the field of ‘metahisto^. K. W. Thompson 
points out* that ‘the philosophy of history’, as metahistory has tradi¬ 
tionally been called,'has three possible meanings. It.. .may ^construed 
as a method for dealing with the complexities of history or an interpreta¬ 
tion of the meaning of history or a statement of the Ums of history.’ 
The main issue in the field of method is the question what should be the 
relation between the narrative method and the analytico-classificatory 
one—a question which has been discussed in this volume in Chapter VI 
and again in the present chapter under the heading of ‘History’. His¬ 
torical method would not usually be thought of as falling within the 
field of metahistory. At the same time it is impossible to take a synoptic 
comparative view of human affairs without taking account of regulari¬ 
ties, recurrences, and 'laws’; ‘laws’, in their turn, involve meaning; 
and inquiries into the meaning of history certainly M within the field 
of metahistory, since the meaning of a diing can be sought for only in 
some field outside the thing that we are trying to interpret and under¬ 
stand. 

Metahistory, then, must mean the study of Reality in some higher 
dimension than that of human a&irs as these present themselves to us 
in the phenomena and are then oi^anized by our minds through the 
method of analysis and classification. This study, which arises out of 
the study of history, and so comes after it, must be akin to, if not identical 
with, metaphysics and theology.* 

* In Toyrbet and History, p. aot. 

* *Tbe Woblem of Metahistor^ 1 m been discutsed by Chrutopber Daw»on in an 
eatay reprinted in Tht Dynamia of Warid History, pp. M7-93. In this essay Dawson 
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A classic example of a work of metahistory, in this sense, is Saint 
Augustine’s De Civitaie Dei. As Kohn puts it, ‘What Augustine wrote 
was not history, as Thucydides had written it; it was a study of history.’* 
Kohn goes on to point out* that what I am writing in the present book 
is also not history, though I have written history in other works of mine. 
I should say myself that the present book began as an analytico-classi- 
ficatory comparative study of human affairs and turned into a meta> 
historical inquiry en route. In a review of volumes i-iii* M. Postan has 
commended me for using historical information as evidence for scienti¬ 
fic study, instead of scelung it as an end in itself.* Later reviewers of 
volumes vii-x, or of the first ten volumes as a whole, have pointed out 
that, in the course of the book, I have made a change in my field and in 
my objective.* 


4, PACTS 


In a critique of my work, P. Geyl declares his belief that ‘the facts are 
there to be used’.* The same belief is mistakenly attributed to me, as well, 
by H. Holborn. ‘To him, facts are ready-made objective elements.’’ 
This belief is also implied in Geyl’s and Sir Earnest Barker’s criticism 
of my presentation of what seem to be facts to me. ‘They are not facts; 
they are subjective presentations of facts.’* 'They are not primary and 
objective facts (so many stamens, so many pistils, and so on); they arc 
secondary and subjective constructions.’’ As Barker and Geyl sec it, the 
authentic historian is a collector. He is like a man scrambling up a 
torrent bed and picking up, on his way, the boulders that he finds lying 
there. They therefore look askance at me, because they see in me, not a 
collector, but at best a manufacturer and at worst a fabricator. Even on 
the kindest interpretation open to them on their conception of the 
nature of facts, I carmot be an authentic historian. But the conception on 
which this criticism is based is surely a mistaken one. 

Facts are not really like boulders that have been detached and shaped 
and deposited exclusively by the play of the forces of non-human 
nature. They are like flaked and chipped flints, hewn stones, bricks, or 
briquettes. Human action has had a hand in making them what they 
are, and they would not be what they are if this action had not taken 


points out that ‘metahisiory' ia not th« some thins •* 'univeraal history (op. at., p. aoo) 
and that ‘all historiography ia pervaded by roetahUtorical inftuencea (ibid., p. 289). 
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4 Seej>. IS- * *** Chapter II, Annex, pp. 649-51. 
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place. ‘The facts of history are not the brute things or events outside 
the mind, for they have filtered through minds before I have word of 
them.’* ‘We can never catch pure facts apart from perspective.’* Facts 
are, in truth, cjtactly what is meant by the Latin word facta from which 
the English word is derived. They arc ‘things that have been made’— 
that is to say ‘fictitious’ things rather than ‘factual’ things—and this 
truth about them cannot be evaded by calling them ‘data’ (‘gifts’) 
instead. Gifts imply the existence of a giver, as inescapably as manu¬ 
factures imply the existence of a maker. Whether we call phenomena 
data or call them facts, we are admitting that they have been given or 
have been made by somebody. We may attribute the maximum amount 
of credit for them to non-human nature or to God, but wc shall not be 
able to clear ourselves of the charge that we, too, have had a hand in the 
transaction, and that our contribution, however small we may reckon it 
to have been, has nevertheless been an indispensable one. ‘Facts do not 
“speak for themselves”. Concepts do not “emerge” from the evidence.** 
‘The process of “establishing the facts” about an event involves theory.’^ 
‘The criterion of selection is not inherent in the data; it is applied 
by the historian.** ‘History is the re-enactment of the past in the mind of 
the historian, and even “lacts” exist only there.’* ‘All our impressions 
from the outer world of phenomena are, at the same time, thought, 
judgment, explanation.*^ ‘What we call historic fects are the results of 
our interpretation of certain fragmentary data or remains. Our im¬ 
plicitly assumed principles determine the character of our interpreta¬ 
tion.’* Many of these principles are hypotheses accepted because of their 
relative success in explaining facts. ‘They are not explained from the 
facts, but the facts from them.’^ No sharp distinction can be drawn 
between facts and their meanings.** The meaning of a fact is found in 
one’s conception of its relations to other facts.** ‘Nature does not provide 
separately ^th facts and laws.’** No fact can be established or made 
intelligible unless it is closely related to other ftets or is part of a 
larger system (though it is also true that no connexion between ^cts is 
purely man-made).** 'The so-called facts of history are cross-sections or 
aspects of a world in process of change.’** In a criticism of my work,** 
G. J. Renier asks: ‘Why not just one single fact ?* in place of my welter 
of mythology, allegory, hypothesis, and what not. The answer is: 
‘No hypothesis, no fact.* 

Moreover, since a fact cannot come into existence without the good 
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* H. Holbcm in The Seturdm Revieto e/f Literature, 3xst May, 1947, p. 29. 

2 T. Romein in Toynbee and aistory, p. 347. 

< M. R. Cohen: The Meamrtg of Human Histery, pp. 4-5. 

* H. W. B. Joseph: An Intwuetion to Logie, and p. 513. 

» Cohen, op. cit., p. 44. » Ibid. 

R. B. Braithwaite: Scientific Explanation, p. 367. 

» Cohen, op. ML, p. 33. 

>4 Ibid., p. 44. 

IS In Toynbee and History, p. 75. 
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offices of an hypothesis, the parent hypothesis cannot change without 
producing a corresponding change in the fact that it has engendered. 

‘History advances by changes in men’s way of conceiving the relations 
of past facts to one another, as well as by changes in their view of what the 
facts were.’* 

‘In the framing of hypotheses . . . wc are called upon to regard facts in 
new ways and to surest, not simply that certain facts are connected, but 
how, or in accordance with what principle, they are connected. And this 
often involves a radical transformation in our tvay of looking at the facts 
themselves; for a fact is not such an ascertainable thing as die language we 
sometimes use might seem to imply. In a sense ^cts are stubborn; in 
another sense they are pliant to our thought. They are stubt^m as as 
we have rightly apprehended them; but what we call fact is largely a 
matter of inference and interpretation, performed often unconsciously 
and often erroneously; there is room here for a re-interpretation, in 
accordance with the requirements of the rest of our knowledge; and, so 
far as what are called facts lend themselves to this, diey may fairly be 
called pliant.’* 

‘The familiar facts take on a new appearance in the light of new 
theories.* ... It is possible to bind facts together by a new conception and 
so place them in a different light and re-interpret them, widiout appar¬ 
ently generalising.’* 

As examples, Joseph cites the transformation of the ‘facts’ as a result 
of the substitution of the Copernican theory of the movements of the 
heavenly bodies for the Ptolemaic,* the substitution of the theory of the 
evolution of species for the theory of their separate simultaneous crea¬ 
tion,® and the substitution by Lavoisier of the hypothetical element 
oxygen for the hypothetical element phlogiston.^ In each of these 
celebrated instances the ‘facts’ changed when the theory changed because 
these ‘facts’ were changeable interpretations of unchanging phenomena. 

If it is true that every fact is, as the etymology of ^e word implies, 
something that has been constructed, and if it is also true that part, at 
least, of the indispensable work of construction has been done by the 
apprehending human mind, it seems hazardous to try to classify some 
so-called facts as genuine on the illusory ground that they are objective, 
while rejecting other so-called facts as spurious on the solid ground that 
they are constructions of a human mind. If it is true that all facts are 
parriy constructions of human minds, the presence or absence of this 
man-made element in them cannot be an effective criterion for dis¬ 
tinguishing the spurious from the genuine. 

Sir Ernest Barker’s stamens and pistils are foots for him because his 
thinking makes them so. A fortiori, mis is the reason why national states 
and national churches are also facts for him (if I interpret him right).® 
These are human institutions; and, of all the m3rriad kinds of pheno¬ 
mena within human ken, human institutions are mind-made to the 


I Joseph, op. etc., p. 467. 
* Ibid., p. 470. 


s Ibid., p. 468. 3 Ibid. 

3 Ibid., pp. 468 and 470-1. 


* ibid., pp. 4fi8 and 475-5. ’ Ibid., pp. 472-3 

c When he writes ‘I bdieve in the national state (and, for that matter, in the national 
church)’, the wor^ ‘I believe’ aignify, no doubt, approval, not credence. But one could 
hardly approve of an inatitution without also believing in its existence. 
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highest degree. Institutions are networks of relations between human 
beings; and these relations exist solely in human minds. When they 
fall out of mind, they cease to exist; and their existence is already 
imperilled when they fall out of favour. This is a characteristic feature of 
institutions; it is common to institutions of all kinds: cultures, societies, 
churches, sutes, clubs, rites, war, marriage, tabus, totems, and the rest. 
All alike are mind-made; and, if this were valid evidence of unreality, 
they would have, all alike, to ^ written off as being hallucinations.* 

At least two of my critics hold that one or more of the species of 
institutions with which I operate in this book are illusory, in contrast to 
others.* Barker, for instance, says of me:* 

Tie sees Brocken-spectres of superhuman dimensions ("civilizations'*, 
“laws", “dominant niinorities”, “internal proletariats", “Herodianisms" 
and "Zealorisms") walking along the ridges of history. May it not be 
better to see men like ourselves, rather than these great spectres? Of 
course,. .. groups too matter. ... But. . . they must be studied in their 
human individu^ty, and in definite and visible terms—terms of territory, 
terms of nationality, terms of their state-systems, terms of their religious 
organisations. We live on Earth and not in cloudland; and we must study 
ourselves as we live on Earth, in terms of our earthly institutions.* 

Henri Marrou makes the same point against me. A civilization, he 
submits, looks more Like a real entity in a still-life cross-section than 
when wc look at it on the move.* 

'The twenty-one “objects’* of which his theory seeks to give an account 
are nodding but abstractions treated as realities this powerful 

effort embraces nothing but phantoms.** 

These two critics of mine seem to me to be confusing reality with 
familiarity. I think the reason why the institutions with which I operate 
look to them like phantoms is simply that these do not happen to be the 
institutions in which these two critics themselves are accustomed to 
deal. Is there any sense in which ‘nationaliw*, ‘state-systems’, and 
‘religious organisations’ arc ‘visible’, in which ‘civilizations’, ‘laws’, 
‘minorities’, and ‘proletariats’ are not visible except as hallucinations ? 
All these phenomena are institutions, and the visibility of all of them 
alike is in the mind’s, not the body’s, eye. We may call this mental 
realm ‘Earth’ or we may call it ‘cloudland’, but it is of the same order of 
reality in every case. This is true also of ‘territory’; for the territory 
that, at the present moment, is British in nationality and is occupied by 
the state-system of the United Kingdom has in time past been occupied 
by a bevy of Welsh and English successor-states of the Roman Empire; 
by a province of the Roman Empire before that; and, before the 
Roman conquest, by a bevy of Oltic principalities. If ‘territory* means 
the geographical environment of a nationality or a state, we may here 
recall Spate’s dicta* that ‘this world, without Man, is not environment, 
is not our World’, and that ‘the facts of geography are the facts as they 
are approached.’ 

* ThU p<mt i* tkken up again on pp. a7»-i. 

* This point ta taken up again on pp. aSS-pa. ) In Toyhh^a and History, p. 96. 

* Esprit, July, 1952, p. 134. s Ibid., p. ta5. ^ Quoted on pp. t4<^. 
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When Barker says that groups ‘are groups of actual persons, engaged 
in actual personal relations',* there is no disagreement between him 
and me. 1 should add, for my part, that these actual persons are also 
engaged in the far more widely ramifying and more long-lasting im¬ 
personal relations that we call ‘institutions*. Persons and relations 
between persons are phenomena of two different orders of reality. If 
Barker maintains that the reality of persons is of a higher, as well as a 
different, order than the reality of relations between persons, I agree 
with him on this point too. I disagree in holding, as I do hold, that, 
however high or low we rate the order of reality represented by institu¬ 
tions, it is the same for institutions of all species. 

Another critic, H. J. Morgenthau, deprecates the choice of civiliza¬ 
tions as units of study on the ground, not that they are unreal, but that 
they are a kind of concept which is not easily verifiable empirically. 

*It is not by accident that there has been a tendency for history to be 
written in terms of political or geographic units rather than of civilizations; 
for die former lend themselves more readily to empirical verification than 
do the latter.** 

In this context Morgenthau cites China as a case in point for his thesis. 
Yet surely the range of the Chinese Civilization is less difficult to verify 
empirically, both in time and in space, than the range of a geogmphic^ 
unit called ‘China’ or of a state or states that can be labelled ‘Cheese*. 
The range of the Chinese Civilization can be ascertained by clear and 
exact criteria. Wherever and whenever we find the Chinese characters 
being used and the Chinese style of art being cultivated, we can affirm 
confidently that the Chinese Civilization is present. On ffie other hand, 
China as a geographical unit is much more elusive. The area occupied by 
the Chinese Civilization has varied from a^e to age. At the earliest date 
to which our records go back, its geographical domain is confined to the 
middle section of the basin of the Yellow River; today it extends over 
Manchuria, Sse-chuan, Canton, and Singapore. The configuration of 
Chinese political units has been still more kaleidoscopic. The changing 
area of ffie domain of the Chinese Civilization has sometimes been 
divided among twenty or thirty states, sometimes among half-a-dozen, 
sometimes among three, sometimes between two. At other times the 
whole area has constituted a single political entity. The Chinese Civiliza¬ 
tion seems to lend itself to verification more readily than any political 
or geographical unit or units associated with the Chinese name. 

Cohen remarks^ that ‘a fact is simply the part of the picture on which 
we fix our attention*. And evidently we dilate the focus of our attention 
or contract it a(xx)rding to the particular purpe^ that we have in view 
in a particular inquiry. ‘Two events which are separate for some pur¬ 
poses may be parts of a single event for other purposes to which the 
separation is irrelevant.’* The same point is made by Willey and Phil¬ 
lips.* The sizes of the units that arc taken as objects for study are not 

* Toynhea and HitUrry, p. 4 ^ 6 . * 

» In The Meatting of Human Hitutry, p. 44. * Ibid., p. 

* G. R. Willey and P. Phillipe: •Method and Theory m American Archaeology, II: 
Hi»toricai-Developmental Interpretation’, in The Ameruan Anlhropologitt, New Senet 
vol. 57, No. 4 (August, ipss), p. 
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'right* or ‘wrong’ in themselves; their usefulness depends on the in¬ 
quirer’s angle of vision and on the purpose that he has in hand. Facts 
have, indeed, a gamut of different orders of magnitude which is very 
wide and which thus gives room for a great number of gradations, 
though it does have limits at either end. At the upper end the largest 
fact comprehensible to a human mind must ^1 short of total and 
absolute Rwdity; for this would include the mind itself as well as the 
totality of its potential objects; and it would therefore be unknowable.* 
At the opposite end of the sc^e the smallest fact comprehensible to a 
human mind will not be infinitesimally minute. But between these two 
limits the range of possible magnitudes is obviotisly enormous. 1 there¬ 
fore think that Geyl is right in criticiang me* for having picked out 
facts of the order of magnitude of civilizations as being ‘si^uficant’ and 
‘inte^al’ without qualincation. They are integral and significant when 
one is making a comparative study of civilizations; but there are, of 
course, other operations, on both larger and smaller scales, on which a 
student of human affairs can embark and the significant and integral 
order of facts will be a different one in each case. Tingsten points out^ 
that civilizations are not completely self-contained ‘intelligible fields of 
study*; and I myself have implicitly admitted this in studying the con¬ 
tacts between different civilizations in both time and space, and finding, 
in these contacts, a setting for the study of the higher religions.^ 

In the pass^^ that has drawn the just-quoted criticism from Geyl 
I have noted that the facts of the order of magnitude of civilizations, 
which happen to be of special interest for me, are 'not awkwardly 
abundant, but awkwardly scarce’. Spate points out^ that they are also 
awkwardly abundant when they are quarried on smaller scales. And 
Joseph observes, without qualification,^ that ‘in social studies the special 
difficult is the great number of the factors involved’. I have sought 
relief from my own opposite difficulty by freely drawii^ illustrations 
for the configuration of the histories of civilizations from the histories 
of social and cultural units of smaller orders of magnitude; and I have 
been criticized for this procedure on the ground that it conflicts with my 
contention that a civilization is the minimum field of study that is 
intelligible for my purpose. R. H. Tawney, for instance, observes that 
my method 

'involves detaching particular developments or episodes from their con¬ 
text in the life of the society to which they belong, and then using them 
as evidence of the general conclusion which it is desired to establi^. . . . 
These frsgments do not always look the same on ffie dissecting table as 
when they formed part of the living organism.... The question inevitably 
arises: are they really evidence ? Do they illustrate what they are intended 
to illustrate? Are they intelligible when removed from ffieir historical 

* See p. 8. 

* In Toynb«« and History, p. 374. 

> In Dozens HyheUr, i6tb January, 1949. 

* See pp. aS-ay. 

* ix. ato-ti. See also Ure present volume, pp. 168-70. 

^ O. H. K. Spate in Toynbee and History, p. apo. 

t In An Introdustion to Logic, and e^, pp. 555-6. 
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setting and presented without reference to the past and future of the 
societies in which they occur?’* 

Geyl answers Tawne/s question in the negative. He notes that I 
draw my data ‘from national histories as if they were indisputably 
relevant to the history of Western Civilization’ ;* and he takes my pro¬ 
cedure in this point as demonstrating that I am ‘putting forNvard an 
impossible, an impracticable, demand’ in maintaining that a civilization 
is the smallest ‘intelligible field of historical study*.^ This procedure of 
mine is also noticed by W. Kaufmann,^ T. J. G. Locher,* and F. Hampl ;• 
and it is criticized, as involving an inconsistency, by R. Pares^ and by 
M. A. Fitzsimons,* as well as by Geyl. 

On this question of inconsistency, I myself should draw a distinction. 
I should agree that a part cannot properly be used to illustrate the whole 
of the entity to which it belongs ii one is seeking to illustrate some 
feature of the total configuration of the whole. For instance, there is no 
reason to suppose that the total configuration of the histoty of the 
Western Civilization is mirrored in miniature in the configuration of the 
history of some particular Western people—the French, Germans, 
English, or whichever people one might happen to pick out. On the other 
hand, there are many interesting and significant features and phenomena, 
common to a civilization and its parts, which do not extend over the total 
configuration of either the whole or of any of the parts; and in such cases 
the use of the part to illustrate the whole is, I should say, certainly 
legitimate and possibly enlightening. It is so because the parts and the 
whole have in common the same cultural quality and the same social 
texture—not to speak of the common human nature that is at the bottom 
of all human behaviour. 


5. LAWS 

Laws, in the original and literal meaning of the word, are man-made 
rules for regulating the relations between human beings in matters in 
which human beings have the power to make a choice, and in which, 
accordingly, their course of action can be influenced by penalizing one 
or other of the alternatives that are open to them. Penalization can 
perhaps deter people from breaking a law or make them suffer for having 
broken it, but it cannot deprive them of their freedom to break it—or to 
try to break it—if they choose. Consequently the bearing of present 
human laws on future human action is predictable only in the sense that 
we can foresee how the laws will apply—and even this can be foreseen 

> R. H. T»wney in Jnttmaiional AffaxTS, Novemb«r, I 939 . PP* 801 and 80*. Cp. 
L. Stone in Toynbt* and History, p. iia: •Historian* argue that. . . arbitryily sciccted 
facts tom out of their context. . . are of little help in advancing the frontier of know* 
ledge or increasing the range of understanding.' Cp. W. Kauhnann, ibid., p. 3ti. 

* P. Geyl in Dtbates wim Historians, p. 147. Cp. p. 

s P. G^l in Teynbt* and History, pp. 71-^a. Cp. ibid., pp. 46-47* 

* In Toynbst and History, p. 3x1. 

i In Do Cids, May, offprint, p. X2. 

^ In the Historiseho Zottschrwt, Band 173, Heft 3, p. 462. 

» la The English Historical Ktsntso, vol. bad. No. 279 (April, 1956), p. 264. 

* In The Intent of Toynbee's History: A Cooperative Appraual. 
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only so long as these laws remain unchanged. Laws are human con¬ 
ventions and, as such, lie within the realm in whidi Man’s power of 
choice is effective. Since it is practicable to enact a law, it is also practi¬ 
cable to modify it orto repeal it and to replace it by a different one. ‘The 
law of the Medes and Persians, which altereth not’,* is unalterable, not 
by necessity, but by convention. ‘The law of the Medes and Persians is 
that no decree and statute which the King establisheth may be changed.’* 

The word ‘laws’ is also used analogj^ly in the term ‘laws of God’, 
and metaphorically in the term ‘laws of Nature’. 

In societies in which people have an anthropomorphic vision of 
absolute Reality, the gods or God have been imagined as including 
legislation among their manifold human-like activities. The supposed 
‘laws of God’ naturally cover the whole sphere of human legislation; 
and divine legblators are believed to inflict penalties on human beings 
who break their laws, as human legislators try to do. But the divine 
legislation is deemed to extend, not only over the world of men, but over 
the whole Universe, including the realm of non-human nature; and here 
it is deemed to be more effective than either divine or human law is, or 
can be, in the field of human affairs. 

If there are such things as ‘laws of God’ applying to human affairs, 
human beings are evidently free to break these ^vine laws, as well as 
human laws, at their peril. On the other hand, the population, animate 
and inanimate, of the realm of non-human nature seems to differ flrom 
mankind in not possessing the power to choose, which is one of Man’s 
characteristics.* And therefore the ‘laws of God’ applying to God’s non¬ 
human subjects are law's which cannot be disobeyed because these sub¬ 
jects are not free to break them. In this realm the laws of God are, in 
fact, identical writh the way in which things actually work. Here the 
bearing of present laws on future events is predictable, not merely in the 
sense that one can see that the laws will apply, but in the further sense 
that one can foresee what is actually going to happen in consequence of 
their operation, since in this realm ^ere is nothing subject to God’s laws 
that h^ power to defy them. Here again, however, prediction is possible 
only so long as God’s laws remain unchanged—and, if human beings 
have power to alter or repeal man-made laws, this is, a fortiori, within 
the power of a God conceived of anthropomorphically, since He will be 
credited with a will that, like a human will, is free, but, unlike it, is 
omnipotent. 

Thus the laws regulating the course of non-human nature are deemed, 
like human laws, to be open to change so long as they are deemed to 
have been enacted and to be enforced by a God who is a person in the 
human sense of the term. In the Western World, however, since the later 
decades of the seventeenth century, anincreasing number of people have 

* Dtn. vi. la. * Dtn. vi. 15. 

* Instead of ’seems’, it might be more prudent, in the present state of knowle^e, to 
write seemed to human obaerrers tiU recenuy, aince the time when an anthropo¬ 
morphic view of non-human natural phenomena was replaced by an antt^pomorpiuc 
view of e divine power or powers to which Nature was believed to be subject’. If 
pbyrical scientiats come to bdkve that the movements of the smallest discernible ^^es 
are indeterminate, this will, in one point, be a return to the pre-scientific and pre- 
theistic anthropomorphic vision of non-human nature. 



USAGES OF TERMS 237 

ceased to believe m God’s existence, or, short of that, in His effective 
activity. This eclipse of God leaves the laws of Nature without a Iegis> 
lator ; and, if there has never been anybody who has enacted them, there 
will not be anybody, either, with power to repeal them if he chooses. At 
first sight this seems to make the laws of Nature irrevocable, inexorable, 
and therefore predictable with assurance. And the phrase ‘laws of 
Namre’ is, indeed, popularly associated today with the notion of deter¬ 
minism. In the popular mind they are laws of the Modes and Persians 
which are unalterable, not just by convention, but by some kind of 
intrinsic inevitability. 

This apparent absoluteness of the laws of Nature is, however, con¬ 
ditioned by the fact that, in so far as they are discernible, they are dis¬ 
cerned by human minds, and are therefore, like all the mind’s ‘data’, at 
least partly mind-made. As has been noted already in the first chapter of 
this volume,* alt our currently accepted propositions, generalizations, 
and ‘laws’ are merely hypotheses that have not been discredited by ex¬ 
perience so far; and all predictions, in all realms of inquiry and all fields 
of phenomena, are subject to the proviso rebus sic stantibus.* Moreover, 
the things that have to remain constant if a prediction based on an hypo¬ 
thesis is to be valid are at least two in number: the h3rpothesis itself and 
the mind’s picture of the set of phenomena to which the hypothesis is 
being applied. It will be seen that laws of Nature, even when declared 
independent of a divine legislator, do not, after all, acquire a sovereign 
impersonal inevitability. They exist in human minds; and, while we may 
feel sure that they have worked in the past so long as we still feel sure 
that our picture of the relevant past phenomena is correct, we can never 
feel sure that they are going to continue to work in the future—though 
we shall, and must, for practical purposes, make a bet with ourselves 
that they will. 

This caution with regard to the validity of predictions applies a fortiori 
in the field in which human wills have an effective power of making 
choices. A particular choice that is going to be made by a particular in¬ 
dividual in a particular situation may sometimes be guessed on the 
strength of an observer’s estimate of this individual’s character; but such 
guesswork is notoriously apt to be refuted by the event. The outcome of 
an encounter between two or three or three million individuals—in a 
parliamentary election, for instance, or in a revolution, or in a war—is 
still more difficult to forecast.^ Where no conflict of wills is involved and 


* On pp. 41-45. 

* This proviso surely governs H. W. B. Joseph’s diets that's itstement of the wsy in 
which a cause does act is a statement of the way in which it must act' and that *s true 
law is true unconditionally' {An Intnxiuction to Logit, and ed., p. 4x4). 

a See pp. 116-17. R. Paxes, in loc. cit.. p. *yi, holds it against me that ‘he dismisses in 
one short paragraph the conflicts between individual human wills, which are, for most 
historians, the whole of history and the true nplanation of this recalcitrance* (i.e. the 
rectlcicrance of human affairs to regularity). *10 this criticism I have three answers, 
(t) In the passage to which Pares refers, be. 334-6 ,1 give a reference to an earlier passage, 
tv. 133-504. in which I discuss the conflict of wills at considerable length (350 pages). 
Conudering that the ‘one short paragraph* caught Pares’ eye, he ought to have noticed 
this reference in it, to have followed the reference up, and to have thought again before 
pronouncing that 1 had 'dismissed* this important subject, (ii) A conflict of wills is one 
of the two possible outcomes of an encounter between two or more personalities, and the 
drama of encounters (‘challenge and response') is one of my important themes all 
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where the number of wills in question is Urge, the percentages of the 
respective options for alternative possible choices be predicted 
statistically with remarkably close approximations to accuracy.* It is this 
possibility that enables caterers of kinds to reduce the hazard arising 
from ignorance of the future to proportions that make it feasible to do 
profitable business. Yet the evidence on which statisticians make their 
predictions has all to be drawn from past experience exclusively; and 
the subtlest mathematical refinement of the statistician’s technique can¬ 
not do more for him than enable him to interpret past experience with 
the utmost accuracy and relevancy. In applying this quintessence of past 
experience to a prediction about the future, he is in the same situation as 
the layman; he is making a bet with himself; and he may lose his bet 
through some sudden change of will, temper, taste, or fashion of which 
the evidence of past experience has given no warning. 

These are the reasons why I myself hold, and have always held, that 
the future course of human affairs is uimredictable—and this intrinsi¬ 
cally, by reason of the nature of human aftairs and not just because we do 
not Imow enough, or have not an accurate enough knowledge of what we 
do know in some fashion, or have not worked out an adequate technique 
for applying our knowledge to die problem of prediction. I have stated 
this view emphatically at an early point in this book;^ and K. W. 
Thompson has testified^ that I have maintained the proposition that 
history in general is unpredictable 'w'ith unflagging steadiness’. When 
£. Berkovitz maintains^ that past ^ures tell us nothing about the future, 
and that the most that I migk be able to show is that my 'laws’ have not 
been contradicted by history so far, my answer is that I have never 
differed from him on these points. Hourani testifies^ that, in my work, 
‘there is nowhere a hint that the whole process must happen; on the 
contrary, there is every insistence that Man can always break the chains 
that seem to bind him, if he wills’. I do believe, like Rabbi J. B. Agus,^ 
that ‘those who cannot rise above history are doomed to repeat it’.^ But, 
as F. Engel-Janosi® and W. HSpker® have noted, my attitude is tentative 
by comparison with Spengler’s, and I have dedared my disagreement 
with Spengler’s determinism. Critics who assert that I believe in the 
possibility of prediction in the field of human affairs*^ cannot have taken 

through this book. Qii) In the pcssuc to which Pares refers, ix. 334-6, I decUre my 
belief that the mutual frustratioa of wills which results from conmm between them 
opens the way for the imtxonsl and emotional forces in the human psyche to get the upper 
hand and to run away with the Murse of erenta. This view may be right or wrong, but, 
since I hold iL I attteh more importance to this positive consequence, as I see it, of 
coofUcts of wills than to these conflicts themselves, which in themselves—again as I see 
it—are merely negative in their effect. > See ix. 220-3. 

* In i. 300-j. s In Toynbet and History, p. 220. 

* lixyudaism: Potsil or Ferment}, pp. x and xit. 

< In The DuHin Review, vol. 229. No. 470 (December, 1955), p. 378. 

6 In yudmtm, 1956, p. 3. 

t Thu carries one step farther a dictum of M. R. Cohen’s that those who do not study 
history are doomed to repeat it (The Meaning of Human History, p. 2^). 

* In Wissentek^ und Weltbild, 2. Jahrgang, Heft 4 (October, 1949), pp. 163-7. 

* In Zetneende, August, 1949. 

‘Can we prophesy the future from the past? Professor Toynbee, it is well known, 
thinks that we can’ (H. Trevor-Roper in Toynbee and History, p. 122). According to 
P. Geyl (ibid., p. 3 ^^)> attainment of 'reliable conclusions about the laws of man¬ 
kind’s historic Ufe,witfa the help of which the future might beTorecast’, was ‘the purpose 
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the trouble to read what I have written on this point. Yet it is a point of 
capital importance, and therefore one on which a critic ought to be 
particularly sure of his ground before making a pronouncement. 

I do believe that many students of human a^rs, myself among them, 
have discerned genuine regularities and recurrences in the configuration 
of past events; but I do not believe either that these regularities were 
bound to occur when they did (in my belief) occur or that they are 
bound to recur in the future.* In their past occurrences I have tried to 
track them down with a view to seeing how often they have presented 
themselves and how far they have gone. I may sometimes have over¬ 
driven them in my pursuit of this inquiry, and I think this is what A. L. 
Gucrard has in mind when he says of m^ that *he seems to forget, and 
he makes us forget, that his laws are valid only as hypotheses and 
approximations’. Sir Maurice Powicke is, I think, making the same point 
when he says^ that I am least convincing when I succumb to the tempta¬ 
tion to treat my ‘laws’ as if they were ‘la^vs in the sense of the law of 
gravitation’. As he goes on to say, ‘they are generalisations about human 
behaviour’; and human behaviour is more recalcitrant to laws than the 
behaviour of physical phenomena, to which the law of gravitation applies, 
because in human behaviour there is consciousness, will, and purpose. 
I myself, however, would go on to say that Powicke’s ‘law’ of gravitation 
is really no more than a generalization about the behaviour of material 
bodies, and has as little right as generalizations about human behaviour 


for which we were assured [that Toynbee’s] investi^tion was undertaken’. Neither 
Geyl nor Trevor-Roper cites any passage of my work m support of his statement. 

> I therefore contest F. Hampl’a contention that I have no buainesa not to be a deter- 
minist on my own theory (the JSistoriteft* Zeittchift, Band 173, Heft 3 (1953], p. 463), 
and O. H. K. Spate’s contentions that the tracing of a pattern in histo^ implies deter¬ 
minism and that I am accordixuly a determinist. notwithsumding my aisavowal of this 
(T 5 ^e Goograpkieal yotp-nal, voL cxvxii, Part 4 (December, 19s*). PP- 4*6 “nd 407). 
H. Kuhn also maintains that I am more of a determinist than I think 1 am {Tk« Journal 
of Philosophy, 38th August, 1947, p. 495), and P. Geyl that my system conflicts with my 

f rofessed belief in free will (DeoMes tdth Historians, p. 136). According to E. F. J. Zshn, 
do not succe^ in saving freodom: I relapse into a new aetemunism ^T^mbst und das 
Problem der Getehiehte, pp. 23 ana 36). Anyway, 1 do not save individual freedom, 
because the responses to challenges are, in my view, collective (ibid., p. 26). This is an 
incorrect account of whatlbelieve. Ibelieve thatall humanactionUtakmby individuals. 
I do not believe that there is such a thing aa collective action. Responses to challenges 
are, I believe, the acts of individuals, as all human action is. K. D. Erdmann takes note 
that this is my view, and observes thst there is a discrepancy between this view and my 
simile of the wh^ and ^ wagon, according to which the successive failures of human 
b^gs are made by God to promote the progressive fulfilment of His purpOM (Arehw 
/Cr KuJUsrgesehiehu, nxiii. Band, Heft 2, p. 338). There is, of course, a discrepant 
Vrtween a belief in the freedom of human wills and a belief in God’s overriding omni¬ 
potence. This puszle has never yet been solved and is perhaps insoluble, since it arises 
from an anthropomorphic vision of God which is, no doubt, a misrepresentation of 
Realiw* 

J. K. Feibleman finds in my presentation of history *a strict detenmnism of the tem¬ 
poral order’ and condemns my diesis that there is an ‘unkno^ quantity' in encounters 
as an attempt *to raise accident into a causative factor* ( 7 '’i<n Hsia Monthly, voL xi. 
No«. 1 and 3 (1940), pp. 16 and 25). O. H. K. Spate finds that I try to bring free will 
and ideas, as well aa wance or accident, within the framework of my 'laws' (TA« Gm- 
gr^hieal Journal, vol. cxviii. Part 4 (December, 1952), p. 409). What I do think and say 
is that the outcome of encounters between personalities is intrinsically unpredictable 
because it is, 1 believe, not determined in advance. A critic could call this statement of 
belief the formulation of a Uw, and then aay that I am regimentiog freedom; but this 
line of argument would, I should say, be sophistical. 

* In Tne Herald-Tribtme, 28th October, 1934. 
t In The Manthester Guardian, 39th September, 1939. 
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have to be called a law of Nature—if, by this, we mean a regularity 
which is bound in principle to recur and which, unlike a human Uw, can 
never be modified or rep^ed. All that we know is that Newton’s law of 
gravity has been verified by application to the phenomena up to date, 
subject to limiting conditions and qualifications that have since been 
formulated in fiirmer physical laws discovered by Einstein.^ 

Besides being criticiaed for having been pressed too far, my 'laws’ in 
the field of human affairs have also met with the opposite criticism that 
‘they arc often so loosely formed that they can be expanded or contracted 
at will*,* and 'are so vague that it is hard to see what kind of empirical 
evidence could possibly refute them’.* I do not see how I can have erred 
in this direction as well as in the other. If 1 have, it is the less repre¬ 
hensible error of the two, since human afi^rs are obviously less amen¬ 
able to rigorous laws than tame planets or conditioned abstractions. 
Consequently, in human a£^rs, ‘the differences will not be denied’;^ 
and my 'professional colleagues ... are convinced that the differences 
between civilizations are more significant than their likenesses’.* The 
differences are, no doubt, more significant if one is focusing one’s atten¬ 
tion on one stream of phenomena as these present themselves,Just as 
likenesses are more significant if one is con^ntrating one’s effort on 
taking a synoptic view of a number of simultaneous streams. But it is 
perilous to turn a blind eye to either aspeaof phenomena, since both 
likenesses and differences are always found coexisting in phenomena in 
so far as these are apprehended by human minds. Indeed, the notion of 
either likeness or difference is logically inconceivable without a cor¬ 
relative notion of its opposite, and so, too, is the notion of either 
necessity or freedom.* 

* Apropos of tbe corapandve study ofcivititarioni, Basby hIu himself: ‘If we cannot 
predict, can we call our study a science?' {Culture and liuupr, p. 199). He then tenta¬ 
tively conunits himself to a bdief in the pOMibility of prediction u very generil terma in 
the field of human afiain (ibid., pp. aio-ix).Wben becomes to the question of predicting 
the future of the Weatem CivilizatioQ (ibid., p. ati), he u as cautious as I am. (He mis¬ 
takenly attributes to me a belief diat the dimlution of tbe Weatem Civilisation is im¬ 
minent—quoting vi. Sia-aa, especially 330. The opinion that 1 actually express in that 
passage it that me future of the Western Civilization is an open question, and that die 
obvious danger in which we stand is a challenM to tn to save ourselvea. He notices that 
1 treat the question ss an opm one in ix. 406-644, and calls this a withdrawid.) H. Kuhn 
reports that I teem 'to set little store by’ my 'attempts at prediction' (The Journal of 
Fhilosopky, aSth Augu^ P* 499 )* 

Bagby does not distinguJsn betwe^ prediction, made with a formula based on past 
experience, which has so far been vindicated by practical results, and prediction that is 
intrinsically valid for all time. I myself do not believe that this stricter form of predic¬ 
tion is pOMible except in tbe realm of pure matbematka. Prediction in Ae sciencea 
dealing with non-human nature it, I should say, contingent and precarious, notwith¬ 
standing its impoatag practical successes. I believe that even this laxer Idtvd ofpre^- 
tion is impossible in the study of human affairs. And therefore, if it is held that a 
‘d^pline'^ must be capable of making predictions of some kind in order to qualtfo for 
being called a science, I should prefer to call tbe disciplines dealing with human anaiia 
by some other name: e.g. ‘studies' or ‘inquiries’. 

A R. Bum has made the interesting st^gntion tbst someone should make a study of 
changes in tbe dominant <tbos of a whole dviUzstion that eamot be predicted statistic^y. 

H. D. Oakeley suggests that 'the arm of hi^rical prophecy would be to discern 
whether the real and inner sources of hittorie developnient are such as necessarily to 
operate in the future as in the past' (ThiUuaphy, vol. xr. No. 42 (April, 1936), p. t86). 

* P. Gardiner in Timt and Tidt, 30th Octob^, 195^ 

i S. Hook in The Partitan Reoiem, June, 1943, p. 693. 

* P. Geyl in Toynbee and Hittory, p. 51. 5 L. Stone, ibid., p. xri. 

4 H. Kuhn has the impression tlut, in my work, 'of the two notes, the grandly 
moiwtonout one has an authentic ring, whereas tbe other soaring note seems the inter- 
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Hourani finds* that, in this book, ^there is no clear explanation of 
why, in spite of freedom, certain recurrences can be found in history’. 
No explanation, he continues, is given of the Yin-Yang rhytfm, to 
which all others can be reduced; oiJy a poetic description ‘which, as in 
Plato, can be hinted at in myths but not elucidated by discursive reason’. 
As I see it, the rhythm of conflicting and alternating order and disorder, 
stability and explosion, cannot be elucidated by reason because it is one 
of the a priori categories through which reason operates. I do not see 
how a pMosopher can expect to be able to step, like Alice, through the 
looking-glass. But I do see that human freedom, as far as it extends, is 
a prize won by human consciousness, will, and purpose. ‘It is only in so 
far as some sort of order arises as a result of individual actionbutwithout 
being designed by any individual that a problem is raised which de¬ 
mands a theoretical explanation.’^ Where I see undesigned regularities 
and recurrences in the ascendant in human affairs, I look for these in 
the medium of the subconscious,’ and am not surprised to find them 
particularly dearly pronounced in periods of social disintegration, since 
these, as I see them, are the periods when consdousness, will, and purpose 

preucton of • well>m«anine author* (Tha Journal oj PhUotophy, 28th Au^ruat, 1947, 
p. 498}. If the reader care* to check thu iinpreaaion of Kuhn'• by reference to Part XI of 
thia b^k which deaU with 'Law and Freedom in Hiatory’ (in vol. ix), be will ^d that 
my objective in trying to trace how far lawa of Nature prevail in human affairs has been 
to find out the extent of the field in which Man has freedom. The word ‘freedom’ is, of 
course, notoriously difficult to define. It raises the same problem as the word 'new', 
which is discussed below under the heeding ‘creetivity’. It is true, as Bagby says (in 
Culture and History, p. 63), that human beings ‘choose what they prefer’; that ‘their 
preference is not inexpliceble Or unintelligible’ (ibid.j pp. 63 and 65): and that it is 
intelligible in terms of the choosers’ consistent dispositions snd fundsmenul tendencies 

f tbid., p. 6$). ‘Always we choose in a context determined by our previous choices* 
O. H. K. Spate in GeograpkiealStudios, vol. iv, No. t (> 9 j^, ^ 5 ). ‘A choice is generally 
among different good^ s*ch of which entails some e^ (F. ^rkenau in Commeitmry, 
March, 1936, p. 243). ‘Thus wc can make reasonable gueasea about the choice that some¬ 
body is going to make in a particular situation, because we can make them in the light of 
our knowledge of this person’s experience, education, and temMrament. Ye^ as I be¬ 
lieve, an exact and exhaustive knowledge of these factors in the determination of the 
person’s choice would not enable us to turn our guesses into an infallible prediction. 
A human being is never completely the slave of his own past: ‘a creature that moves in 
determinate grooves, in ftet not a bus but a tram*, as Mgr. Ronald Knox hat put it. 
Even s drug-eddict or an alcoholic can regain his freedom. And the m^'ority of human 
beings, who have not succumbed to some compulsive habit, can surprise themselves, as 
well as their acquaintances, by mskiM choices that could not have been predicted from 
a Imowledge of their ‘make-up* so far. Ninety per cent, of a person's action may be 
demonstrably conditioned by his put history, but never quite the whole. 

Light on the problem of the luiture of fireedom may be hoped for from the progieu of 
the technology of communications and the enociated science of cybernetics. For in¬ 
stance, the invention of 'feedback' hu produced what may prove to be a new con¬ 
cept. 

*By "feedback” is meant a communicaoons network which produces action in response 
to an input of information and includes the results of its own action in the new informe- 
don by which it modifies ita subsequent behaviour* (K. W. Deutsch in Philosoplof of 
Sciatua, vol. 18, No. 3 (July, 1951), pp. a 4 S' 6 )- 
According to Deu^h (ibid., p. 2^5), ‘teedbeck* is *a bssic pattern which minds, 
sociedes, and aelf-modifying communicadons networks have in ccunmon*. 

> In Tha DuHin Rewete, vol. 229. No. 470 (December, 19 SS)> P* 3 ^*’ 
s P. A. Heyek: The Countar-Ravolution of Science, p. 39. 

t Hourani hu taken note of thia view of mine in loc. cit., n. 389. D. B. Richardson, 
like Hourani, notes that on this point I am a disciple of C. G. Jung, and that I do not 
explore the source of regularidea farther than Tung's ‘coUeedve unconscious’ ( 27 ie 
Thomist, vol. XX, No. a (April, 1957), p. 158). R. Parcs holds that I attribute too much 
importance to the subconscious and too little to the will {Tha English HistorUal Review. 
vol. Ixxi, No. 279 (April, 2956), p. 269). 
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are least, and the subconscious most, in the ascendant.* I agree with 
Spate* that the regularities and recurrences which we find—and seek— 
‘can hardly be a matter of the free choices of men accidentally converg¬ 
ing’, and that their occurrence implies that there are ‘inherent limitations 
to Man’s free choice’. 

T. J. G. Locher finds* a discrepancy in my thinking between a belief 
that, after a breakdown, disintegration is inevitable, and a belief that the 
future is open at all times. The second of these two opinions is the one 
that I hold. I do not believe in the inevitability of disintegration after a 
breakdown. I do believe that a survey of the histories of civilizations up 
to date shows that, in a number of cases in the past, disintegration has, in 
fact, been the sequel to a breakdown; but I do not know of any evidence 
that this need have happened in these cases or need recur in others, and 
I cannot conceive of any possible cogent proof that, when the irrational 
forces of the subconscious have gained the upper hand through a mutual 
frustration of wills, it ceases to be possible for human beings to bring 
their common aifairs under some degree of rational control again 
through agreement and co-operation. Our knowledge of what has 
happened in the past informs us merely of one among an unknown 
number of future possibilities; and, by i^ormlng us of this, it gives us 
a chance of avoiding a repetition of this particular outcome, if we wish 
to avoid it and if we make the necessary effort. 

If, in the past, some particular course of events has occurred a number 
of times and displays more or less the same pattern in all these cases, one 
might take this as a ‘tip’ for betting on what the outcome of an apparently 
similar current episode was going to be. But it would be rash to count on 
winning a bet made on the strength of such evidence from the past. Of 
course, if the current episode, about the outa)me of which one was 
betting, was now already at an advanced st^, and if, up to the present 
point, its course displayed a pattern that was also discernible in a 
numt^r of past cases in which the end of the story was known, it would 
be less hazardous to bet that the current story was going to have the 
familiar ending towards which, so far, it had been leading up. Suppose, 
for instance, that the civilization into which the observer hiniself 
happened to have been bom had already been united politically, after 
a long-drawn-out 'time of troubles’, as a result of a ‘knock-out blow’ in 
which all but one of the former contending local states had been wiped 
off the political map by one sole victorious survivor. There might then 
seem to be little ri^ in betting that the civilization in question, having 
reached this advanced stage of disintegration, was now on the road 
towards eventual dissolution, and that it was not going to be able to 
escape from this rut, even if it were to succeed in making one or more 
temporary rallies. Still, however ‘safe’ a bet may seem to be, there is a 
great gulf fixed between a bet and a certainty. 

^ The ttfne view it t&kcs by D. B. RichsnlMn. When • civilisation is in decline, 
*»ocial transactions bc^ to revolve abnormally... in exa^y the same type of aeceasary 
cycles in which the animal, vefetable, and mineral worlds revolve* {Tht Twmist, vol. xx. 
No. z (April, > 957 ,). P. iSo^- 

* See Gt^ttpmau Stiuhet, vol. tv, No. t (1957), p. 3. 

s In D« &dt, May, 1948, ofl^rint, p. Z7. 
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6 . EMPIRICAL 

This modem Western word is derived from the Greek adjective 
empeirikosy this from the Greek substantive empeiria, and this in turn 
from another substantive: pdra. The Greek word peira means an 
attempt, a try, an experiment, a test, a tempation; empeiria means the 
experience that is the fruit of experimenting; empeirikds means believing 
in the value of experience and taking account of it. 

In this book I have claimed throughout that I am using an empirical 
method of inquiry. A number of my critics have taken note of this claim 
of mine, and most of these have contested it.* I must therefore explain 
what I mean by the terra. 

1 am not claiming that I approach the historical record of human ex¬ 
perience without preconceptions; and I entirely agree with W. H. 
Walsh when he says that this would be *a claim which could certainly 
not be sustained’.* ‘Some theoretical framework and some working 
hypotheses are unavoidable’,^ because the human mind’s process of 

* For instancy A. J. P. T*yIor in Toynbte <md HisUtry, pp. 120-1; H. Trevor-Roper, 
ibid., p. 123; P. Geyl,ibid., p. 36 ('the pretence of «n emptneel investiEetion’) end p. 4^ 
(in hit cUim 'that hit whole argument is based on empirical methods’, Toynbee 'is 
deceiv^himscir.^h M. A. Kitzaimons in The Intent of Toynbea’t HitSory: A Cooperative 
Appraisal, and in The Review Rolitm, October, 1957, pp. 554-5 (‘the confusing 
profession of empiricism and scientific method and tM obvious dominance of his 
philosophy of history*); E. £. Y. Hates in Hxstory Today, May, 1955, pp. 322 and 320 
('His myth of history* nas no better claim than the Whig and Mancist myths have ‘to be 
regakled as having an empirical basis. . . . He is misteading in treating his views about 
the births of civilizations as though they were laws, arrived at by empuical analysis'); 
E. F. J. Zahn in Tomhee und das Problem der Gesehiehte, p. 39 (‘What Toynbee calSa 
empiricism is in reality speculatton which misuses myth’); A. Hburani in The Dublin 
Review, vol. 220, No. 470 (December, I955)> p- 388 TThe Imk is by no means empirical 
in its method’); W. H. McNeill in Tne Intent oj Toynbee's History: A Cooperatwe 
Apprcnsol ('His “ei^irictam** is an cmptrictam which already is keenly aware of 
what it is seeking.’ The value of hia generalizations does not rest upon his empirical 
surveys. 'The hurt of Toynbee’s intellectual procedtue has always been the sudden 
flash of insight’): 'T. J. G. Locher in/>< Gidr. May, 1948, offprint, p. 16; C. A. Beard in 
The American Historical Review, vol. xi. No. 2 (January, 1935), p. 308; P. M. Sweezy 
in The Nation, 19th (October, 1946 (‘The historical uniformities which he believes be has 
discovered by empirical means are in reality imposed upon his materials from without'); 
}. A. Tormodsen and G. C. Wasberg in Samtiden, vol. 58, hefte 12 (1949), PP- 647-4S0; 
B. D. Wolfe in The American Merasry, No. 64 (1947), pp. 748-55 CR bMomesdurin 
volumes iv, v, and vi that his "empirical method’* 01 studying history is only s pretence, 
an unconscious tribute to secular, rational, scientific method which, at heart, he 
rejects' (p. 755)): H. Frankfort in The Birth Civiliatstion in the Near East, pp. 25-26 
(‘ If he describe' *the consummation of human history" as "accomplishing the transforma¬ 
tion of Sub-man through Man into Superman” ... we may respect hia faith but can 
hardly accept it as the argument of "an empirical student of history'”); G. Lefibvre in 
La Revue Historique, Januaiy-March, 1949^ pp. 109-13 (what passes for empiricism in 
Tembee's work is merely a means of bringing forward a new Augustinianiam). 

Crane Brinton, in Tlu Virginia Quarterly Review, vol. 32, No. 3 (Summer, 1956), 
pp. 361-75, convicts me with a recommendation for mercy. My constant appeal to wr 
well-trien empiric^ method’ infuriates the matter-of-fact mind, to the point that 1 seem 
to such a mind to be deliberatedly hypocritical. This', Brinton submits, ‘is surely not 
so. TcynbM was trained as an historian, and he is an Englishman, heir to a long tradi¬ 
tion of philosophical empiricism. Hejusthssn'tsolved the dichotomies of this world-the 
other world or real-ideal or body-soul—predicament in which he is not alone.' 

On the other hand, A. L. Guerard, in Tne Herald-Tribune, 28th October, 1934, pro¬ 
nounces that ‘thtfe is a radical difference, in spirit and method', between Spengler and 
me. ‘Spengler is a prophet; Toynbee is sn inquirer. In his boldest attempts the British 
scholar remains an empiricist, a Baconian.' A. 1 .. Kroeber, too, judges, in The Nature cf 
Culture, p. 373, that my procedure is empirical in the main. 

2 Toynbee a^ History, p. 128. 

3 Social Science Research Council's Committee on Historiography a Report (i 9 S 4 )> 
p. 132, quoted in this volume already on p. 43. See also footnote it to p. 43. 
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thought is analytical and classificatoiy.* If I have seemed, to so careful 
and discriminating a critic as Walsh, to be implying that I am approach¬ 
ing history without preconceptions, that must be my fault. It must mean 
that, in volumes i-x of this book, I have not made it clear that I agree 
with Walsh on crucial point.* For reasons already set out in Chapter 
I of this volume, I disagree with Hales, when he talks of ‘laws arrived at 
by empirical analysis’.* I agree with E. Berkovitz that ‘laws’ cannot be 
derived from facts,* and with Erdmann when he says, ad Jtominem, that 
my guiding ideas arc not derived from the observation of history,* 
though I do not agree with Mumford that my conclusions, as well as my 
hypotheses, ‘for ah his empiricism, are ineviubly as much the product of 
his own ideology as of the situations that he “interprets”’.* This point 
has been put in telling words by H. Baudet:’ 

‘Many critics have censured Toynbee’s primary vision on the theo¬ 
retical ground that it is “apriori". Certainly it is, as they say. But, 
“epistemologically”, is not an “apriori” of this kind a basis [of mental 
operations] which speaks for itself because it is unavoidable ? Is it not a 
compelling necessity? 

‘All vision is engendered on an “apriori”, and ... an “apriori” of this 
kind has its roots—as all thinking has, aufond —in will and passion.’ 


The point is driven home by K. R. Popper. He rejects 

‘the view that science begins with observations &om which it derives its 
theories by some process of generalization or induction’.* *1 do not believe 
that we ever make inductive generalizations in the sense that we start from 
observations and try to derive our theories fri>m them.*^ ‘Before we can 
collect data, our interest in data of a certain kind must be aroiised: the 
problem always comes first.’** ‘Theories arc prior to observations as well as 
to experiments, in the sense that the latter are significant only in relation 
to theoretical problems.’** 

When Trevor-Roper says that, in my woric, ‘the theories are not 
deduced from the facts’,** the answer is that neither my theories nor any¬ 
one else's are or ever have been or ever will be generated in that way. If 
being ‘empirical’ meant this, the word would have no coimterpart in 
reality, and had better be struck out of the dictionary.’* On the other 


1 Sw Chapter I of Uiis volume, pamm. 

> For instance, I have not mede this clear to Father D'Arcy, to judge by his comment 
that what Geyl’s criticism ‘proves is that Toynbee should not have claimed to rest his 
case entirely on empiricsl methods’ (M. C. D’Aiey: Th* Stmt of History, p. 73). 

* E. E. I. Hales in Rittory To-day, May, 1955. 

* Judainn: Pouil or FtrmtniS, p. 10. 

1 Archio fur KuJtwgttchiehU, goriit. Band, Heft 3 (l95z), p. 246. 

* Diogenes, No. xi (Spring, 1936), p. 13. 

t In Historie en Metamstorie, p. 46. 

* Ttu Poverty of Historidsm, p. gS. Cp. p. xai. 

* Ibid., p. XI4. »» Ibid., p. X3I. Cp. p. 134. 

•* Ibid., p. 98. I* Toynbu a%d History, p. 

‘Is it true that Toynbee’s asseveratxoo of the empirical character of his method u in 
fact an untruth, because his work is ftindamentally i^rioiistic? I caimot see ^t thcae 
tvrojprocessea are mutually exclusive.* 

'Tne process of apriori formulation and of working the propceition out is, in the 
second stage of the operation, undoubtedly an empirical process of work.’ Itis not a 
valid cnticism of Toynbee, or of any other authw of a book d* lot^ue hedeine, diat the 
author foresees at the begiiuung what be is going to write years later (Baudet, in loc. ctt., 
pp. 4^47). 
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hand, when Trevor-Roper goes on to say that my theories are not tested 
by the facts cither, he is laying down a legitimate requirement,* and my 
claim to be using an empiri^ method of inquiry does stand or fall 
according to the verdict on this count. 1 agree that my claim cannot be 
sustained if I have not tried to test my theories and hypotheses by the 
facts, or if I have tried but have not done the job properly or successfully.* 
For, while it is true that theories and hypotheses can never be deduced 
from facts, it is also true that they can be validated only if they are con¬ 
fronted with relevant facts and are confirmed by them. More than that, 
the whole purpose of formulating a theory or an hypothesis is the 
heuristic one of trying to increase our knowledge and understanding by 
applying the theory or h3rpothesis to the phenomena.* I maintain my 
claim that I have tried to empirical in this sense, which is, I believe, 
the correct usage of the word and does mean something t^t an inquirer 
not only can be but ought to be. 

In making my claim to be empirical, I have been tacitly contrasting 
my approach with Dilthey’s approach and with Spengler’s.* While the 
plan of the present book was brewing in my mind, the first volume of 
Spengler’s Der Untergang des Abendlandes was published, and, when I 
read «, my first impression was that, in Spenglcr’s work, what I had 
been planning was already an accomplished fact. My second impression, 
however, was that Spengler’s work suffered from being too dogmatic, in 
the sense that he was apt to enunciate his theories about the configura¬ 
tion of human affairs and to leave it at that, without putting these 
theories to sufficiently thorough tests on the touchstone of the pheno¬ 
mena.* Having decided to go on with my own enterprise, I was told by 
a distinguished philosopher, the late Lord Lindsay of Birker, that I 

The points here mede by Biudet answer K. O. Erdmann's contention (in ArehivfOr 
Kidturftsehiehu, xxxiii. Band, Heft a ^19^1), p. 206) that, when I call my method 
‘empirical’, the expression is a misapplication of the word, because 'there can be no 
question here of an inductive procedure’. Erdmann aoes on to say. correctly, that 'the 
experience from which ToynMe obtains his pair of ideas is not historical but meta> 
historical in character*. But he Is not correct in adding that 'Toynbee is a “realist” in the 
Schoolmen's usage of the term. Revelation, as fundamental religious experience (C 7 rer* 
fahnmg), is [for mm] the criterion of truth.’ I take challenge-and-reaponse, and any other 
ideas of mine that come from the Bible, not aa revelation, but as hypotheses to be applied 
to the phenomena with a view to gaming knowledge and undemanding. My criterion 
of truth is whether the hypotheses fit the phenomena. I maintain that this is the induc^ 
tive method, and that, ao far from induction being incompatible with having an opnort 
hypothesis, it is impossible without having one. 

Again, when W. Gurian declares that my 'fundamental concepts’ are ‘means of sub¬ 
jective classification’ {Tha Reviau of Politits, vol. 4, No. 4, p. 51X), be misses the point 
that this is true of everyone’s 'fundamental concepts' unless and until they have oeen 
tested by being confronted with as large an array of relevant phenomena as the inquire 
is able to assemble. It is a more pertinent criticism of Gurian’s, supposing that it is 
justified, when he says (ibid.) that my fundamental concepts ‘appear as veiy thin*. 

> Baudet observes, in loc. cit., p. 47, that the process of proof must be kept clearly 
distinct firom the original vision. 

* 'Assuredly, if induction . . . were sn invalid process, no process grounded on it 

would be valid. . . . But, though a valid process, it is a fidlible one, and fallible in very 
diiSerent degrees’ (J. S. Mill: Philosophy of Sciardific Method, ed. by E. Nagel (New 
York 1950, Hafner), p. apo). > See pp. 22-23. 41 - 45 . “id 158^. 

* My wish to disungmsh my approach from Spen^^er’s has been suessed by W. H. 
McNeill in The Intent of Toynbert History: A Cooperative Appraisal. 

* This makes Spengler a poet, according to Holbom. ‘History is the re-enactment of 
the past in the mind of the historian, and even “facu” exist only there. But, in contrast to 
poetry, they call for critical verification’ {The Saturday Remtw of Literature, 31st May, 
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should find in Dilthey’s work the very thing tliat I was looking for. What 
I was looking for was a bridge between theory and fact. But, in Dilthey’s 
work, I did not find even theories about the configuration of human 
affairs. I found nothing but epistemology. I was, and am, grateful to 
Dilthey for that, since the relation between theory and fact cannot be 
studied without taking epistemology into account. But the bridge for 
which I was looking was not to be found in Dilthey’s work, and I had to 
try to build it without getting help from him. 

Some critics have given me credit for making this attempt. Guerard, 
for instance, draws the same contrast between Spengler and me that I 
have drawn in my own mind.* Feibleman says of me* that ‘he tries to 
analyse cultural structure, and, in doing so, takes the first step towards 
the establishment of the empirical field of human social structure as the 
empirical study of a science’. To try, however, is not enough. The 
attempt that I have made has been criticized on at least six counts. Ac¬ 
cording to the critics, the examples that I have taken as test cases have 
been denatured by l^ing taken out of their context.* Some of these 
examples are ruled out of order because they are taken from phenomena 
of a different order of magnitude from the civilizations on which I am 
seeking to throw light.^ My citation of examples, relevant to whatever 
the point in question may be, is not exhaustive and is therefore unrepre¬ 
sentative and thus misleading. Alternatively, I cite so many examples 
that I dutter up my argument with an indigestible mass of details.* 
Whether the number of examples that I dte is too small or too great, 1 
am guilty of selecting them to fit my theories.® When they will not fit, 

* See p. footnote i. 

* K. FetbiemeQ m T'Un Hsia MonMy, toI. xi, Koe. t and a 

* criticized in this sense by A. L. Guerard ^ The Herab^TtMme, 
zStb October, 1934), by L. Mumford (in Toynbee and History, p. 141), and by P. 
Sorokin (ibid., p, i^). As Mumford puts h (ibid., p. 143), ‘bis Study of History ... is 
..in its vastness, its complexity, its impenetrabiJity, and its tnacnilicent profosion and 
confusion, an image of that great o v e rgr o wn megalopolis [London], stifled by its very 
success.' 

* 'He selects the instances which will support his theses, or he presents them in the 
yf*y that suits him.... Those cases he does mention can be explained or described in a 
different way so as to disagree no less completely with hk theses' (P. Geyl in Toyn^ 
and History, p. 45). 'Often other and quite contrary examples are reaaily available' 
(P. Bagby, ibid., p. 105). W. H. McNeill observes that a frequent procedure of mine for 
trying to justify my generalizations is to select for attention only those bits and pieces 
that fit in with my notions (The Intent ^ Toynbee's History: A Cooperative Appraise^. 

apparently random citation of instances to illustrate patterns’ (M. A. Fitz- 
sitnons in The Intera). 'Condutions drawn from incomplete or parciaUy selected 
evidence’ ( 1 .. Stone, imd., p. xxa). My selectioo is arbitral (GctI m P. Geyl; A. J. 
Toynbee; P. A. Sorokin: The Pattern of the Past: Can sm Detemane It}, p. 8s). 'Too 
many selected freta’ (W. Gurianin The Review of Politics, vol. 4, No. 4, p. 5Xx).T. J. G. 
LoeW finds my procedure too selective, as well as too simple, subjective, and one- 
sided (X)r Cidt, Msy, 1948, ofifyrint, p. xs). H. Holbora observes that ‘imagination by 
Itself cannot 'produce an objective selection and arrangement of facts' (The Sabtrday 
Review of Literatstre, jxst May, 1947, p. 19). P. Geyl finds s contradiction ^tween my 
imaginative method and my empirical clrims' (Debatetvnth Historians, p. 154). O. H.K. 
Spate finds that my aelectivity goes too far ( The Gtographual Journal, voL cxviii. Part 4 
(December, 1953), p. 409, and Toynbee arid History, p. 391). 

On the other hand, a number of critics point out that selection is, in itself, something 
inevitable. 

‘Any Ur^ hypothesis must go beyond immediately available data and is never com¬ 
pletely venfiable’ (Sodd Sdence Reaea^ Council'^ Committee on Historiography’s 
Report (1954)1 P* t 3 P)> 'lo hutory there ie no possibility of wilting quantitative demon- 
strattooa* (Anderle's unpublished paper). While Geyl is right in saying that an a priori 
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I force them with Procrustean violence.’ I have a rigid a priori scheme.* 
If even this Procrustean treatment cannot make awkward facts conform, 
I ignore them.* Some of these charges cancel each other out, but what is 
left is still formidable. 


involves Redetermined selectioD, the truth is that historical writing is always 
selective (H. Baudet in Historit en MtUihistcru, p. 46). ‘Aiw problem of interpretation 
involves a selective evaluation of evidence’ (R. L. Shinn: uhnstianity and lAe ProNtm 
of History, p. so 'historical method must be based 00 selection' (ibid., p. 7). 

Ad Aomnem, Spate observes that 'even Toynbee’a selectivity, so severely handled by 
Geyl, mi^ht be admitted within Itmiu' (Toynbto and Hitlory, p. apo). I am content to 
acc^t Sir Llewellyn Woodward's comment that, 'for all the astonishing number of 
puarocular facts brought together, one may wonder whether Professor Toynbee (or any 
single man, in the present state of learning) can really be sure that his selection from 
the accumulated data about the past is not open to attack’ (T/u Spectator, 6th July, 

1934)- 

> 'Frequently his point is made at the price of a radical distortion of facts’ (P. Bagby 
in Toynl^ and History, p. te<). 'Dr. To^bee tiROosss patterns on history' (Sir Ernest 
Barker, ibid., p. pt); and the facts rebel, like the namingo^mallets, hedgehoff>balls, and 
soldier-hoops in the famous game of croquet in AUee in Wondtrland (P. Geyl, ibid., 
pp. 6a and 375). Facts are made to fit a Procrustean bed (L. Stone, ibid., p. 1x3). 'The 
Procrustean method of handlirw Chinese history’ (W. Altrc^ ibid., pp. 206-71). 
‘Forcing it all into the scheme ota presumptuous constructioo' (Geyl, ibid., p. 373). I 
adapt fact to suit theory (R. H. S. Crossman in Tho New Statestnan, 8th March, 1947). 
‘One of the dangers of "Rttem history”, if it may be so described, is that facts must be 
woven into the pattern. One of the advantara is that a good and attractive pattern prints 
itself upon the memory* (M. A. L. Piahtria Ths NineUenthCentury and ^ter, December, 
1934, p. 673). I impose my patterns by force (R. Pares in The English Isistorual Rem'eiP, 
vol. botii, No. 379 (April, 1756), p. 363). ‘Hts doctrine that facts are less important than 
the abstract system into which ne herds them* (J. Bishko, in The Richmond News Leader, 
3 i 8 t October, 1954). 'Claiming to be an empiricist, he forces the facts to suit precon¬ 
ceived ideas' (H. Frankfort in The Observer, 3jst Januarv, 195.^. 'He cannot resist the 
temptation to fit complex facts . . . into a Procrustean schinne' (Granville Hicks in The 
New Leader, i8th October, x 9 $ 4 , P. 23 ). 'He distorts some parts of it [history] by pushing 
it into his iron cubby-boles' (A. Nevins in The New York World-Teufram and Sun, tyth 
December, 1954). '^metimea Toynbee seems to force the pieces mto place, whether 
they St or not’ (P. L. Ralph in The Saittrd^ Retnew, i6th O^ober, 195^ p. 19). 'The 
rntem sometimes makes a po(» fit—for example, with the Arabian-Islamic’ Q. A. 
'Tormodsen and G. C. Wasberg in Samtiden, vol. 58, befte 13 (1949), pp. 647-60). Other 
civilizations are more or leas ruthlessly fitted into the Procrustean framework of the 
Hellenic Civilization (R. K. Merton in The American Journal of Sociology, vol. xlvii. 
No. 3 (September, 1941^ pp. 305-13). J. Vogt finds that I am arbitrary in my treatment 
of the material and that 1 dutorc the nets (Saeculum, No. 2 (1951). pp. 557-74). On this 
point my critica are unanimous, according to Anderle (in op. dt.). The point is put 
genially, as well as wittily, by the Rev. £. K. Hardv Jr.: ‘Hb scheme is in some ways 
Procrustean, although the bed is comfortably furnish^ and the pulleys work smoothly' 
(The Intent of Toy^e's History'. A Cooperative Appraisal). 

> ‘The reu ro^ of offence to many including me present writer) is the somewhat 
rimd schematism' (O. H. K. Spate in Toynbee and History, p. 391). My scheme, like 
Ellsworth Huntington's, is too neat ro be convincing (O. H. R. Spate m The Gecgra^ical 
Journal, vol. cxviii, Pan 4 (December, 1953), p. ^e). ‘Hu main trouble is that he hM 
explained too much' (A. L. Kroeber: Style and CiviUzations, p. xai). 'It is all subordi¬ 
nated, and intended to contribute, to a system, a message.'Though Toynbee is ob- 
viotuly interested in the spectacle of the particular, 'not for one moment does it free him 
from the obsession of his dream’ (P. Geyl in Toynbee and History, pp. 360-1). 'Has the 
[empiricsil method been sacrificed to the desim, or are we . . . dealing urito a deeper 
quettionr (E. Ftess, ibid., p. 380]. G. Wed finds a 'contradiction between the principlea 
on which hu scheme of the development of civilization is based and his personal judg- 



>. 381). J. Vogt criticizes ray schemstization in Saeculum, No. 3 . 

X. Nevins finu that Toynb^ ‘makes history too schemaiic’ (The iVew 


Teletp’orn and Sun, 7th December, 1954). 
’ ^As for those items that just can’t be 


: just can’t be made to fit, they are <|uickly tossed into the 
huge garbage heap of discarded facts' (L. Stone in Toynbee and History, p. xi^). I ignore 
exceptions to my laws (R. Parcs in The English Historical Review, vol. boci, No. 379 
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The first of these indictments—that I have taken episodes out of their 
context—^is evidently incompatible with the criticism that my work is 
superficial, and my spirit hybristic, because I attempt the impossible 
enterprise of trying to ojver the whole history of the Age of the Civiliza¬ 
tions.* It is true that I have attempted to do this; and it surely follows 
that my work, as a whole, is likely to have suffered less from distortion as 
a r^ult of taldng episodes out of their context than the work of many 
other present-day historians. I agree that taking things out of their 
context does distort them. In the first chapter of this volume I have 
argued that it is a grievous limitation and a radical defect of the human 
intellect that it is incapable of apprehending Reality as a whole, and has, 
perforce, to take it piecemeal at the cost of failing to see it as it truly is. 
\Vhen we are applying our minds to study, and not to practical action, 
we ought to contend against this inherent infirmity of theirs as far as is 
huma^y possible. My own criticism of the present vogue for ‘specializa¬ 
tion* is that, so far from trying to combat and, to some extent, counteract 
this intellectual infirmity of ours, specialization gives way to it and there¬ 
by accentuates it. The charge of denaturing Reali^ by taking episodes 
out of their context does hit me, no doubt; but I should have thought 
that it hit, with rather greater force, the school of specialists which is the 
predominant school amor^ present-day Western historians—a school in 
whose more polemical exponents* eyes I am something of a heretic, just 
because I have been unwilling to follow this current fashion. 

The charge that I draw many of my illustrations of features in the 
histories of civilizations from social units of a lower order of magnitude 
has been noticed and discussed already* and therefore need not be re¬ 
examined here. 

The charge that my citation of examples is not exhaustive hits not 
only me but everyone who has ever sought to test an hypothesis by con¬ 
fronting it with relevant phenomena. It hits me perhaps less hard than 
some of my fellow prisoners in the dock, if it is true that I have surfeited 
my readers with examples ad nauseam. But it hits every student of 
phenomena, human or non-human, since phenomena, of whatever kind, 
are innumerable. The only class of things that could conceivably have 
a membership that was limited by its own nature would be some class, 
not of phenomena, but of mathematical abstractions that had been ab¬ 
stracted with the express design of creating a self-evidently closed class. 
Even if our momentary state of knowledge enabled us to enumerate every 
one of the representatives of some cl^ of phenomena that were in 
existence at the moment, the exhaustive enumeration would be no better, 
in logic, than a ‘simple en\imeration', as has been noticed in Chapter I.* 

(April, 1956), p. 362^ I do this although 'often other end quite contrtiy eKampIes are 
readily availwle* (P. Bagby in Twnbt* and Hiitory, p. 105, ^ot^ above). Otlm critics, 
e.g. Anderle in his paper, bold that this critictsm is urJust. Mumford says of me 
that ‘be usually givea enough free play to the data to provide nia reader with the necessary 
correctioo. and socnetimea generously enlists the aid of other crideal minds to correct his 
own bias' (Toynhas and Hutory, p. X43). And he recogn^ my method as being ‘em¬ 
pirical* in the sense of ‘qualifying doubt^ conclusions in one place by contradictory 
data in another place’ (DtogtTits, No. 13 (^ring, 2956}, p. 13). 

I See p. 85, footnote t, and Chapter II, Annex: Aa Hoimnem, p. 638, with foot¬ 
note a. » On pp. 334-5. * See pp. 33-34. 
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If the charge that my citation of examples is selective has to be 
dropped because it applies, not just to me, but to everyone who tries to 
test a theory, I am still confronted with the further charge that I make 
my selection of examples with an eye to fitting my theories. This charge, 
too, applies to everyone who tries to test a theory.* For my part I 
certainly have not consciously made selections to suit my purposes, and 
I doubt whether any other scholar ever has either. To do this might be 
a temptation to a company-promoter, politician, barrister, or member of 
some other practical profession in wWch this form of cheating, if the 
fraud remained undetected, might reap lucrative material rewards. But 
what interest could a scholar have in spending laborious man-hours in 
deliberately trying to diminish the knowledge and understanding that he 
is concerned to increase ? The charge is unconvincing—whoever may be 
the.individual against whom it has been made.* At the same time it is 
hard to rebut, because it is always possible to switch the indictment from 
the offender’s conscious self to the subconscious underworld of his 
psyche. However upright his conscious self may be admitted to be, his 
subconscious may be a rogue that has inveigled him into cheating and 
into doing this bona hde, inasmuch as he h^ never been conscious of 
what he is, in fact, doing.* I do not know how to clear myself of a charge 
against my subconscious; but I do know that anyone else who was 
arraigned on account of alleged misdoings of his subconscious would 
find himself in the same plight. 

The same defence holds for the charge that I force facts that will not 
fit. I can only reply, again, that I have never done so consciously. It is 
true that I start wi^ a ’schema’ in the sense of a formulated but still un¬ 
tested hypothesis or theory. But I plead ‘not guilty’ to the charge of 
being ‘schema-bound’. Where I believe that I have found some pattern 
or regularity or recurrence, I have always tried to ascertain the limits of 
the realm in which this particular ‘law’ holds good—for instance, in 
volume ii, where I am dealing with a number of variations on the theme 
of challenge-and-rcsponse. So far from ignoring contradictory insunces, 
I have always brought them up and discussed them when I have been 
aware of their existence. Of course, many will have escaped me, as also 
will many other instances that support my hypotheses instead of im¬ 
pugning them. In the numerous surveys made in the first ten volumes 
of this book, for the purpose of testing how far, if at all, my hypotheses 
might or might not 1 ^ valid, I have always made my net as big, and its 
meshes as close, as I have been able. I am ready at any time to modify or 
abandon any of my hypotheses if I am given convincing reasons in the 
shape cither of the dmtion of relevant phenomena previously unknown 
to me or of the reinterpretation of phenomena of which I am already 

> 'However valid this criticism may be for Mr. Toynbee’* empiricism in particular, 
it is uaerringiy true with respect to empiricism in yeneral’ (K. W. Thompaon in Toyn¬ 
bee and History, p. 219). 

> A propoe of me, A. R. Bum observes: ‘It would be un^ist to aty that he forces facts 
into his mould, and much more so to imply conscious lack of integrity (Hirtory, Febiuary- 
October, 1956, p. 3). G. J. Renier thinks that ‘this book cannot be a mystification’ (Toyn¬ 
bee and History, p. 7$). 

3 ‘Though there u no deception of others, there is the nearest approach to self- 
deception’ (Renier, ibid.). 
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aware.* In the present volume I have made a number of such revisions 
of my views in the light of criticisms of volumes i-x. 

7. MYTH 

My usage of the word myth certainly needs defining. The literal 
meaning of the Greek word mythos is ‘story*. Like the word ‘story’ in 
colloquial English, the word mythos in Gre^ is used in two senses. One 
of Aese senses is the usual sense of the derivative word ‘myth’ in 
modem Western languages. But the sense in which I use the word ‘myth’ 
is that of the other usage of the word in Greek. 

The distinction between the two meanings of ‘myth’ and the two 
meanings of ‘story’ is not the same. One kind of ‘story’ is fiction, the 
other kind is true to ‘fact*. Neither kind of ‘myth’ is true to fact. One 
kind is a substitute for statements of fact where the facts are either un¬ 
known or ignored; the other kind is a story about a sphere of Reality that 
is of the highest significance and importance for human beings and is at 
the same time beyond the range of the ‘factual’ knowledge mat human 
minds acquire through analytical and dassificatory intellectual opera¬ 
tions. This second kind of myth is the kind that plays so striking, and so 
illuminating, a part in Plato’s Dudogius. Of all men that ever wrote in 
Greek, Plato has the best daim to be the father of the usage of the Greek 
word ‘mydi’ in this second sense, because it was he who fmt consdously 
and deliberately used ‘myth’—as many seers, in many societies, before 
him and after him have used poetry—to extend the range of hiiman 
intuition and understanding beyond the limits of the knowledge attain¬ 
able through logical processes of thought. 

This Platonic meaning of the word ‘myth’ is the one that I have 
adopted; and, though I have explained this in more than one place in 
this book up to the present point, I fear that my usage, being not the 
usual one, has nevertheless caused some misunderstanding in some 
readers’ minds, and has incidentally exposed me to criticism that may 
be only partly deserved. 

Myth, in the sense of a fictitious substitute for the statement of facts, 
has l^n regarded in two lights, both in the Hellenic World and in its 
modem Western successor. It h^ been held to be not only innocent, but 
entertaining, in narrative poetry and in 'fairy-stories' told to children. It 
has been held—and rightly held, I too believe—to be pernicious where 
it has been brought in to fill a gap in our factual knowledge, and a fortiori 
where there is genuine factual knowledge on record which a mythical 
narrative has ousted. For instance, the Alnander Romance is so enter¬ 
taining that it has been translated into a host of languages; but nobody 

* *The point is that one sbotild re c og ni se the fact and its difficult7, and should recM- 
nise its unaToidablencea. The point is that, in and through the recognition of aU thu, 
one abould stiiTc, with a and pure [resolve], to hold to “honnStet^" ' (H. Baudot 
in Historic tn Afeto/nttorw, p. 46). 

‘One has the feeling that Toynbee, unlike Spenrier, ia really trying to subject hts 
historical laws to empirical teats, and that he would nave the integrity and the modesty, 
if given sufficient reason, to modify or abandon his laws’ (W. H. Coates in TTu Journal 
of Modtm Hister^yoX. xzi. No. x (March. 194^), p. a?, quoted already on p. 46I. 
Cp. F. Neilson in Th* Amoritmjoun^ Beononua and Socifology, Supplement to vol. 
xiv, No. 3 (April, 1955), p. 3, already cited m the Introduction to the present volume,|p. a. 



USAGES OF TERMS 25* 

would defend a self-styled historian who served up a paraphrase or 
r 6 sum 6 of this romance to his readers and told them that this was the 
true story. We should require the historian to base his paraphrase or 
r 6 sum 6 on Arrian’s Anabasis, which is derived from the authentic narra¬ 
tives of two of Alexander’s officers. Again, we should censure an historian 
who served up a paraphrase of the Volsitnga Saga or the Nibehmgenlied 
as a history of the fifth-century Huns or Burgundians. We should require 
him to base his r 6 sumi on the sutements of fifth-century historical 
writers in Greek and Latin. As for periods of Wsto^ that are not 
covered by any surviving contemporary or later historical records, an 
historian will handle my&cal accounts of them,|;iven in surviving epics 
or romances, with extreme caution and reserve, if he ventures to draw on 
these at all. For instance, he may believe, on their evidence, that there 
was such a person as King Atreus or King Arthur in real life, but he will 
be slow to accept cither the deeds or the dates mythically attributtd to 
them. He will be sceptical because, when the veracity or inveracity of 
myth can be tested by some scraps of historical record, the mythical 
story often turns out to bear little or no resemblance to the authentic one. 

Here is the touchstone for criticisms of my use of myths. If critics 
prosecute me on the charge of using myths in substitution for statements 
of fact, I doubt whether they will get any convictions. For insmnee, 
when G. N. Renicr objects* that ‘what 2 e\is said or intended is not 
evidence’ because ‘there never v^'as a Zeus’, my answer is to ask him 
‘evidence for what ?’ If the action that I had attributed to Zeus had been 
military, political, economic, or any other kind of social action, I sho^d, 
of course, stand convicted. But, in the passage of mine that Renicr cites, 
‘Zeus’ and ‘Prometheus’ are symbols for psychological forces that can be 
described only in symbolic language. It would be not more inept to say 
that ‘the Oedipus complex’ is not evidence because we do not know that 
an authentic king called Oedipus ever reigned in Thebes in the My¬ 
cenaean Age. Again, when T. J. G. Locher pronounces* that I have 
turned history into mythology, I think he means that I have made nus- 
takes in my account of events, or have seen some pattern in events which 
really is not there. No doubt I have sometimes fallen into errors of both 
these kinds, as most historians have to some extent. But, if my interpreta¬ 
tion of Locher’s meaning is right, he has used the word ‘mythology’, 
which, for him, is evidently a term of abuse, to signify, not that I have 
substituted fairy-tale for fact, but that, in trying to pre^nt Ae fa^, I 
have got them and their configurations wrong; and this is quite a differ¬ 
ent matter. . 

I use the word ‘myth’ in the Platonic sense and resort to myths in the 
same field, and for the same purpose, as Plato, if I have rightly ui^er- 
stood his idea and intention when he does pass over to myth nom 
reasoning.* Plato does this when he feels that he has reached the limit 
beyond which his logical thinking will not carry him,^ and his aim is to 


» In Toynhte and Hutory, p. 75. 

* In D4 Gidt, M*y, 104B. offprint, p. si. . _ , _ , , 

9 W. H. McNeill faid* th*t I resort to myths in Plato’s way {Th* intent of Toynbee s 

^4*^quot«?w^R?Guardini; Tod det Socrates (Bern 1945. Francite), 
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get some inkling of Reality beyond this range.’ The pertinent question 
about my use of myth is therefore whether I do or do not use it in fields 
where reason would still serve, and whether, if I do use it for recon¬ 
noitring the trans-rational field of Reality, my use of it here is a legiti¬ 
mate one. E. Fiess observes* that 

Toynbee arrives at his . . . theory of challenge-and-response partly 
throu^ an examination of mydis involving an ‘^encounter between two 
superhuman personalities”. . . . Yet the woric never really makes clear to 
what extent ^ese mythical patterns merely confirm what has been dis¬ 
covered by other means and to what extent they are themselves taken as 
evidence.’ 

The answer to Ficss’s query does not correspond to either of his two 
alternatives. Myths, as I use them in this connexion and in others, are 
symbols of psychological phenomena.* Being symbols, they are models, 
and, being models, &ey are heuristic hypotheses for exploring psycho¬ 
logical dramas both within a single human soul and in the relations 
between two souls or more. J. K. Feibleman does me the honour of 
comparing me with Vico on the point that, like him, I have 'an under¬ 
standing of myths as containing the essential truths of history*.^ He 
finds that my history is ‘a mythological drama’.* If ‘psychology’ were 
substituted for ‘history’ in the first of these two sentences, and ‘psycho¬ 
logical’ for ‘mythological’ in the second, Feibleman’s statements would 
have been equally apt as r^ards me and, I believe, as regards Vico too. 
W. den Boer asks:* ‘Why should the rhythm of civilizations correspond 
with the fluctuations in Man’s inner life as seen by mythical speculation 
The reason is that civilizations are nothing but relations between indivi¬ 
dual persons. They are therefore effects and expressions of the workings 
of human nature, since human nature is to be found in human beings 
and nowhere else. What is distinctively human about a human being is 
his inner life. And the invisible world of the psyche can be explored 
and expressed only in the symbolic terms that we call myths when we 
use the word ‘myth’ in Plato’s sense. As for mythical speculation, this is 
the necessary b^inning, but only the beginning, of the work of explora¬ 
tion. Mythical models are heuristic instruments for probing psycho¬ 
logical phenomena. 


8 . CREATIOK 

Creation means the conjuring of something out of nothing. Experience 
tells us that this mysterious action—or happ ening —^is ^ways taking 
place everywhere, in the observer as well as in his surroundings. It is a 

p. 41, the observation that a myth can express sonething that, in lock, would be self- 
contradictory. I have made the same obseAatioa in the passage (i. 27^ cit^ by E. Fiess 
in the first of the sentences quoted below. 

> *Thb is why the expression of kith takes the form of mythology' (R. L Shinn: 
Ckrittiamty and tkt Prcbltm 0/ ffittory, p. t8). 

> In Toynb^ and Hittary, p. 380. 

i I have said this expliridy in i. 294 and iii. ti2 and x 16-17. 

* Htia Monihly, vol. xi. Nos. t and a (1940), pp. 165-6. 
s Ibid., p. 172. S In Toynbea and History, p. 230. 
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fallacy to suppose that there cannot be anything really new in any 
process of development.* Novelty is evidently of the essence of Reality. 
Tn an intelligent operation’, for instance, ‘there is an advance to some¬ 
thing new, not the old in an equivalent form’; and a human being, ‘un¬ 
like a machine, is a unity, whose later states and actions are not calculable 
from the earlier’.* But, while it is certainly imi>ossible not to have the 
experience of novelty, it is perhaps also impossible for human minds, 
constituted as they are, to have an understanding of it, since the facet of 
Reality that minds can grasp is the pattern of regular recurrences in it, 
and a new thing is, by definition, not a recurrence and is therefore not 
classifiable, and therefore, in turn, not intelligible.* This logical impasse 
cannot be eluded by suggesting that novelty means, not something 
coming out of nothing, but the rearrangement of things that are already 
there. For, when there is a rearrangement, the new arrangement is 
something coming out of nothing, even if the objects that have been 
rearranged are not new. F. Engel-Janosi takes issued with Goethe’s idea, 
expressed in Faust in the Prologue in Heaven, that God needs the Devil’s 
help for carrying on His work of creation. He points out that this idea is 
not compatible with the idea of creation being the conjuring of some¬ 
thing out of nothing. This is, no doubt, true, but, since the idea of 
creation ex nikilo is logically unintelligible, Goethe lias recourse to the 
Platonic expedient of using a myth to transcend the contradiction be¬ 
tween logic and experience. 

F. NeUson notes* that I have not answered Martin Wight’s challenge 
to me^ to declare whether I am an evolutionist or a creationist. My 
present answer is that, as I see it, this antithesis is not a fundamental one. 
The evolutionist is a creationist inasmuch as he shares with the believer 
in the existence of a cresuor God a belief that new things, or, alter¬ 
natively, new patterns of old things, are constantly making their appear¬ 
ance, and human minds can explain this experience only as the work of a 
patterning presence in the Universe. The evolutionist may conceive of 
this presence as being impersonal instead of persona], and he may con¬ 
strue the participle ‘pattenung’ intransitively instead of transitively, but, 
like the authors of the Book of Genesis, he is giving a mythical account 
of a datum of experience that cannot be expressed in terms of logical 
thought. R. Coulix)m tries’ to laugh away the concept of creativity as 
being a freak of Bergson’s when Bergson is performing, not as a philo¬ 
sopher, but as a poet. One may misconceive the soaology of human 
creativity, but that is another matter, and is discussed below under the 
heading ‘Creative and Dominant Minorities’. But Coulbom, too, 
accepts the reality of creativity as a datum of experience, and he, too, 
offers no logical explanation of it. Daniel Hal6vy observes^ that I search 

* M. R. Cohen: Th« Mtamng of Human History, p. 139. 

* H. W. B. Joeepb: An IntrMuetion to L^is, 2nd ed., p. 412. 

s See the pa«<«ge from M. R. Cohen't The Meaning of Human History, pp. 2S9-9C, 
quoted in this volume onp. 21. 

* In Wissensehaft und Weltbild, 2. Jshrgtng, Heft a (October. t 949 )» P- aSp. 

t In The Amertcan Journal of Economies tmd Sociology, Swplemcnt to vol. 14, No. 3 
(April, ^55), p. IS- ® In vii. 420, footnote 6. 

7 In ’Toynbee and History, pp. Z5J-4. 

* In • review, received by me on aird Februeiy, 1937, of voJs. i-iii of this book in s 
French jounut that I have not been able to identify. 
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in history for ‘the genesis of the creative acts’, and, on this point, he 
contrasts me with Spengler, who, in his words, 'crushes history under 
the weight of the fatality of an iiihuman order’. 

K. W. Deutsch complains* that the creativity which I ascribe to 
creative minorities ‘has no intrinsic details that could be described and 
understood’. This is inevitable, considering my belief that novelty is 
logically unintellipble. Deutsch is an exponent of the new science of 
cybernetics, which approaches the problem of epistemology through the 
equally new electronic technology of communications. If the idea of 
novelty were to be made even partially intelligible through this ap¬ 
proach, that would be a great advance in our understanding of the nature 
of Reality. 

J. K. Feibleman complains* that the loss of creativity is never ex¬ 
plained in this book. Yet in volume iv, under the heading 'The Nemesis 
of Creativity’, I have a)vcrcd 339 pa^ (pages 245-584) in an attempt to 
explain this tragedy in human af^rs. Briefly, my explanation is that 
creative achievement is apt—though not in the least bound—to produce 
self-conceit or self-complacency, and that either of these faults dries the 
springs of creativity up and thereby invites disaster and ruin. In terms 
of Ctunese though^ a Yang movement of activity is apt to pass over into 
its opposite, a Yin state of rest. This covers the situation in which God 
the creator finds Himself in the Prologue in Heaven in Goethe’s F(tust\ 
and, in Goethe’s myth, God saves Himself, at Faust's expense, by 
deigning and daring to make His wager with Mcphistopheles. This ex¬ 
planation is an attempt at answering merely the question ‘How?’, not 
the question ‘Why?’. A genuine answer to the second of these questions 
would be nothing less than a reading of the riddle of Reality. 

9. CKALLENOE-AND-RESPONSE 

The idea of challenge-and-response, which plays a key-part in my 
picture of the course of human affairs, is not just a ‘private interpreta¬ 
tion’ of my own. The pair of words came to me from the English poet 
Robert Browning, though I had forgotten that I had not coined the ex¬ 
pression myself ^ I rediscovered the source of it by chance after I had 
published my first six volumes.* The idea that the words express came to 
me, as I have always been aware, from the Old Testament;^ and, con¬ 
sidering how overwhelming the influence of the Bible has been on ail 
Western thought, including thought that has consciously been in revolt 
against the Bible’s domination, I have no doubt that this was the source 
from which Browning, too, received the idea, and was also the source 

* In PAitojapAy of Seienu, yol. *8,, No. 3 July, 195*), p. *38, quoted tiready on 

p. 37. ‘ In T iat Htia Month^, vol. 21, Not. i tnd 2 {1940), p. u. 

1 See X. 231-2. 

* In giving tn account of ray idea*, P. Begby write*: 'Mo*t prominent, perfaepe, ue 
the moni aotithe*ea derived from mvthology, poetry, end, in a tew important instance*, 
like ‘'ehallenge-and-mponse” or '’rout-rtUy-toutr’, from the ethic* of the playing 
field—itself, of course, a schoolboy version of Late ^^ctorian muacular Christianity 
(Toynboi and Bittory, p. 104). I joyfully acknowledge my debt to poetry and mythtdogy, 
but the idea that I am uidebM to the playing field would make my school-fellows laugh. 
My dislike of the playing field was ereU known. It is most unlikely to have been even the 
subconsdou* source of any of my notions. 
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from which Hegel obtained his concept of dialectic, Malthus his concept 
of the struggle for existence, and Darwin, through Malthus, his concept 
of evolution. In the Old Testament, challenge-and-response is, indwd, 
the master motif; and it is this motif, running through it all, that gives 
the Old Testament the unity that it has. The Old Testament is a collec¬ 
tion of books of many kinds, written and rewritten by many different 
hands over a period running to many centuries. But all these otherwise 
heterogeneous books, in all their successive recensions, arc dominated 
by the same theme. All these writers see history as a series of acts in each 
of which God presents a challenge to some human being individually, or 
collectively to the participants in some human community or society. 

The idea of challenge-and-response, as it has come to me, thus 
originates in the Israelites’ anthropomorphic vision of God as a person 
with whom human jwrsons have personal encounters. K. D. Erdmann 
recognizes* that I have ‘taken ^ idea from the Bible, myth, and 
poetry*. O. H. K. Spate, discussing my application of the idea to the 
relation between Man and his geographic^ environment, is right in 
seeing in it an anthr opomorphic image, and in pointing out* the ‘danger, 
shared by possibilist and determinist alike, of anthropomorphising 
Nature’. Stone,* Gatlin,^ Zahn,* Kuhn,« Borkenau,’ and Pares® arc 
wrong in asserting that my source of the idea has been the modem 
Western science of biology. In so far as biologists operate with the idea 
of challenge-and-response, they too will have obtained it from the Old 
Testament, as I have independently of them. My image is not biological 
and not physical cither; it is anthropomorphic;’ and t^s is explicitly 
and prominently stated in several passages of this book, in volumes that 
these critics profess to be reviewing. I have argued*® that‘the apathetic 
fallacy* of trying to deal with human nature in terms of inanimate nature 
leads to no less confusion and error than the converse ‘pathetic fallacy’ 
of treating inanimate nature as if it were animate. I have also argued, 
in introducing the idea of challenge-and-response,** that we shall not 
be able to obtain insight into the genesis of a human institution— 


* In Arehiv fOr KuUurgesehichU, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (i 9 S 0 . P- , 

» In The Gwgraphiail youmal, vol. cxvm, P*rt 4 (December, 195*). P* quoted 
•Jretdy in this volume on p. 37, footnote 2. . 

s e! in^Toynbee und das ^ Gesc^te.p. 

•interaction* is s biological ide*. But it is one tlut the biologists hsve obtsined by 
‘anthropomorphising Nsture*; since action, in the liteisl sense, can be taken only by a 
oerson who has an intellect and a will. 



in hommmt^. March, 1956, p. ^ 9 . tf“t fottnul* of 

No. ,79 (April. 1956). 

p. 271; SSr* “Sr. Toynbee reacts mechanical analogies, he falls victim to the far more 

^9 ^he*a^^esU^LtweOT personal and impMSonal, “d the clo^y 

between freedom and necessity, is perhaps ^neove of Wwtern thought and ^ 

its heritage from Hellenism and Juda^. The concept of s^«dus 

basic in^htnese naturalism* (J. Needham: and Ctviitsatum tn Cktna,w\. 11, 

p 304). But the Chinese concept of Yin and Yang is neither anthropomorphic nor 

5ctLi?^istic. >• In i- 7-8. ** In «• »?*• 
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civilizations—if we do not *shut our eyes, for the moment, to the formulae 
of science in order to open ourearsto the language of mythology*. I have 
cited and opposed' the view, held by Herbert Spencer and by Oswald 
Spengler,* that human societies are organisms.* I have quoted,^ as repre¬ 
senting my own view, a dictum of G. D. H. Cole’s that society is not a 
mechanism, not an organism, and not a person; and I have gone on* to 
give my own definition of society as being a relation between persons. 

I am astonished that these passages should have been overlooked or 
ignored by critics who were intending to review my work seriously. I am 
also astonished at C. 6. Joynt’s assertion* that 1 cite no cases of the 
operation of challenge-and-response on the spiritual plane. There cannot 
be any cases on any other plane, since there can be no encounter in which 
at least one of the parties is not human. But I have discussed many cases 
in which all parties concerned are human. The whole of volume ii is 
occupied by a discussion of the range of challenge-and-response; but 
Joynt need not have read the volume in order to save himself from 
making his mistake. He could have avoided this by simply reading the 
table of contents and noticing that three out of seven sections in this 
volume are headed respectively ‘The Stimulus of Blows', ‘The Stimulus 
of Pressures’, and 'The Stimulus of Penalizations’. In the aggregate 
these three sections occupy 256 pages out of a total of 452 pages in the 
whole volume, and, out of the remaining 196 pages, 131 are also 
occupied by discussions of cases in which all the parties are human 
likewise. 

Encounters taking the form of challenge-and-response are the roost 
illuminating kind of events for a student of human af&irs if he believes, 
as I believe, that one of the distinctive characteristics of Man is that he 
is partially free to make choices, and that this partial freedom is not 
merely apparent but is genuine.^ Encounters are tiie occasions in human 
life on which freedom and creativity come into play and on which new 
things are brought into existence.^ God reveals Himself in encounters, 
not in propositioiu and acts of creation are one of the activities in which 
He thus manifests Himself. A. Hourani correctly notes'* that, as I see it, 
the challenger is God—that is, absolute Reality approached anthropo- 

* In iii. 22t. 

* P. Btgby refnins &om following Spengler 00 this ieeue (aee Cuittp't and HisU/ry, 
pp. 309-to). 

s CnrUtopher Dawson, in Toimhtt and History, p. 130, end A. R. Bum, in History, 
Pebruarjr-October, 1956, p. a, teiti^ that I disaom with Spengler on Uiia point. I 
cannot make out wbether G. CatUn, in ToyrAet and History, p. 169, is attributing to me 
a belief in ‘the old organic mytboa, »o attractive to the public'. 

* In iii. 22. I In ui. 223-30. 

* In Th« Australasian Journal <ffPkiioss^n, vol. ^ No. 3 (December, 1956), p. toy. 

f I agree entirely, and heaitity, with J. Maritain'i account of human freedom in ma 

book On ths Pkiiosophy ef Hist^. ‘One of the deepeat trends of human history ia .. . 
to escape more and more from frte’ (p. 22). Some dianges may be ineviuble; yet there 
will be a choice between alternative waya of TT,«Vir>y them (pp. 20 and 22). And the 
difference in the eonaequeoeea of theae alternative choicca Mtween different waya of 
making an inevitable change may matter more to the human beinga concerned than the 
inevitable change itielf (p. 27). 

> Maritain holda that the reeogninon of both Man’a freedom and God’a existence ia 
the neceasarv baaia for a genuine philoaophv of history (op. eit., pp. 26-^7). 

* R. L. Shinn: Christiastity ana On ProhUm of History, pp. 17-18. 

In Th« Dublin Rovisw, voL 229, No. 470 (December, 1955), pp. 390-x. 
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morphically—even when the challenge comes ostensibly from Man or 
Nature.* When a challenge has been delivered, then, ‘however scientifi¬ 
cally exact the identity between two or more situations may be, we shall 
not expect the respective outcomes of these situations to conform with 
one another.... Even if we were exactly acquainted with alt tlte racial, 
environmental, or other data that are capable of being formulated 
scientifically, we should not be able to predict the outcome of the inter¬ 
action bet\veen the forces which these data represent.’* We should be 
unable because, on this plane of action, the ‘forces’ are persons. ‘To say 
that the same thing acting on the same thing imder the same conditions 
may yet produce a different effect is to say that a thing need not be what 
it is’;^ and to say this about a thing is to say that this thing is a person, 
human or divine. Not needing to ^ what one is is a good definition of a 
personality’s freedom. It follows that the response to a challenge is not 
the effect of a cause; for to say that a cause need not act uniformly is to 
deny causal connexions altogether.* 

I believe that the outcome of a response to a challenge is not cau^lly 
predetermined, is not necessarily uniform in all cases, and is therefore 
intrinsically unpredictable. But this is difficult to demonstrate empiri¬ 
cally by applying to the phenomena the hypothesis that responses have 
varied in encounters in which the challenge and the circumstances have 
not. In previous volumes I have tried to demonstrate this by citing in¬ 
stances in which different responses to an apparently identic^ challenge 
have been made, in apparently identical circumstances, by different 
representatives of the same class of individual, community, or society. 
But, in contrast to mathematical abstractions, human phenomena are so 
complex and so mobile that it is always possible to represent that either 
the challengers or the respondents or the circumstances or all three 
elements were not, after all, exactly identical,* and then to argue that the 
success of one re^nse and the failure of another have been due pre¬ 
cisely to these differences.^ Joseph points out^ that, if it is contended 
that no two things ever are the same, this commits one to the proposition 
that no one thing is the same for two successive moments. But a believer 
in the reality of human freedom of choice is debarred from using this 
conclusion as a reductio ad absurdum of a critic’s argument. So this 
argument opens the way for a denial of freedom and an assertion that the 
different outcomes of the encoimter in different cases have been the 
necessary effect of causes that could be seen to operate inevitably and 
uniformly if only we could isolate exactly identical elements for the 
purpose of our test. Since, however, the critic has implicitly denied the 

> This truth is scknowledged in the Lord’s Prayer, where the plea 'Do not subject us 
to ordeids (MVormdn)’ is addressed to God, not to Satan. * i. 300. 

3 H. W. 0. Joeeph: An IntrodtutioH to Logie, and ed., p. 408. 

* Ibid., pp. 406-^. 

s The ainerences will not be denietl.. . . And the exceptiorul* (P. Geyl in Toyjtbe* 

and History, p. St)- 

* This line of argument has been pursued most effectively by O. H. K. Spate in his 
critiques of my attempt to demonstrate the unpredicubility of the outcome in cases of 
chsllenge-and-response in which the chsUenge is presented by—or through—Man’s 
geographical environment (seepp. 146-7 «nd 3x4-*? of the present volunvc). The same 
argument could be applied equally well in other fields—as, in fact, it has bew by Geyl. 

7 An Introduetion to Logie, and ed., p. 408. 
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possibility of this in the realm of human affairs, he, too, lacks the means 
of clin ching bis counter-argument; and the result of the debate between 
the detcrminist and the believer in the reality of freedom is bound to be 
inconclusive. It seems impossible to devise a test that will be objective in 
the sense of answering the question at issue in terms that are recognized 
as cogent by both parties. Either party is then likely to hold to his own 
view of the nature of Reality; and, on cither side, this will be an act of 
faith. Here, once aeain, we arc confronted with Ae relativity of an in¬ 
quirer's picture of human affairs to his own fundamental beliefs about 
the nature of Reality, and, in this crucial case, the gulf that relativity has 
set between mind and mind appears to be unbridgeable. 

The concept of challenge-and-response, as presented by me, has been 
criticized on several grounds. Encotmters are fictitious, since the dis¬ 
tinction between the ^eged parties to them is artificial.* The concept is 
unanalysed, undefined, and vague.* It is a simplification, a truism, or a 
tautology.* The argument implied in it is a circular one.^ It is incompa¬ 
tible wi^ other hypotheses of mine.* 

The first of these criticisms is discussed in this volume^ apropos of the 
case in whidi the challenge is presented to Man through bis geographical 
environment, and 1 give my answer to it in that context. I admit that the 
distinction between the giver and the receiver of a challenge is a mental 
misrepresentation of Reality. This is true not only when the challenge 
comes through Man’s non-human environment and not only when a 
mind is thinking in terms of challenge-and-response. All thought is a 
misrepresentation of Reality inasmu^ as it mentally divides what, for 
all we know, is an indivisible whole. But, without this distorting mental 
division of Reality, there would be no thought at all. This inherent im¬ 
perfection of Man’s intellectual powers 1 ^ been noted in the first 
chapter of this volume. In earlier voliunes I have implicitly submitted to 
intellectual necessity by taking the phenomenon of encounters at its face 
value and inquiring into the operation of challenge-and-response in 
terms of encounters between God and a human being, between human 
beings and their non-human environment, between one human being 
and another, and between different elements within a single human 
psyche.’ I admit that I have misrepresented Reality in drawing my dis¬ 
tinctions between creator and creature, environment and Man, soul and 
soul, psychic clement and psychic clement. But the price of restoring to 

I E. F. J. Zahn: Toyt^m vnd das ProiiUm dtr Gtstkiehu, pp. 25 and 32. 

» P. Geyl in Toy^its and History^ p. 5; K. W. Thompson, ibid., p. 217; M. Postan 
in Tht SocMo^ealRgvim, vol. rmii (^36), p. 6; H. Frankfort in sha ubstrver, 31st 
1954: S. Hook in Tk* Partisan Ravino, June, 19^, p. 692; Zahn, qp. cit., p. 27; 
T. J. G. Lo«her in Dt Gids, May, 2948, offprint, p. 13; R. K. Merton in Th« American 
youmal^ SacM^, vol. xlvii, No. 2 (September, 1941), pp. 205-13. 

> P. Gejrl in Toynbee and History, p. 49; K. W. Thompon, ibid, (formulating the 
objectioBS of scientific hiatoriaiu); H. Werner in Desitsehe Vieru^aknschsift fOr Litera- 
turwistensehaft tmd Geistetgetehiate, 29. Jahtgang, xxix. Band (2955), p. 529; P. Gar¬ 
diner in Timt and Tide, 30th October, 2954, p. 1456; M. C. Swab^ m Theft^ment of 
Hutory, pp. 22-22. 

* R. H. S. Croeemtn in The New Statesman, 8th March, 1947: Werner in loc. dt., 
p. 530; Poetao in loc. dt.. pp. 54-55 and 59; Merton, ibid.;T. R. Fyvelin The Tribune, 
21st March , 1947: F. Boncenau in Comsnentary, March, 2956, p. ^ 42 

» H. S. Warwick in The LoidsvilU Courier-j^urruil, 14th Novembtf, 2954. 

* On pp. 248 and 314-27. 

’ In, tor example, I. 271-338; ii. po/wn; iii. 1-217; v. 3S-S68; vi. 1-275. 



USAGES OF TERMS 259 

Reality its true undifferentiated unity is to renounce the possibility of 
thinking about it;* and, even at this price, it is impossible to deprive 
Reality of the vein of freedom that runs through it and that manifests 
itself in the play of challenge-and-response. Spate argues;* 

‘This unpredictable reaction vre may grant; but then this unknowable 
human positive is not positive, but only potentially so, until it is matched 
Mnih the environmental change, and we are back where we started.’ 

We arc back in an integral and therefore incomprehensible Reality, but 
not back where we started; for, in analysing Reality into an observer and 
an observed encounter between two parties, we have put our finger on 
the vein of freedom in Reality, and a reintegration of Reality does not get 
rid of this discovery about its nature; it merely inhibits us from locating 
and defining the circumstances in which Redity’s freedom comes into 
action; and this inhibition is an unnecessary restraint upon the advance* 
ment of knowledge and \inderstanding. 

The criticisms of my concept of ch^lei^e*and-response as being un¬ 
analysed, undefined, and vague are, in eimet, demands (so it seems to 
me) that I should translate my non-detenministic reading of the move¬ 
ment of human affairs into a deterministic one. This cannot be done, 
since, in this antithesis between ‘non-deterministic’ and ‘deterministic*, 
the two terms are mutually exclusive—at any rate in my native Western 
way of thinking, though in the Chinese way this antithesis is, perhaps, 
transcended or eluded. Moreover, I would not turn my non-determi- 
nistic view into a deterministic one, even if this were in my power, since 
I believe that a partial freedom to choose is an essential and distinctive 
characteristic of human nature. When 'Thompson reminds me* that 'the 
question that both spiritual and scientific interpretations of history have 
consistently asked has been. What is the true mechanism of history ?*, 
my answer is; ‘There is no such thing. Human actions arc not the 
mechanical effects of catises; they are purposive executions of decisions 
between alternative possible choices.’ When Frankfort takes note* that 
I do not explain ‘the one fact whidi requires elucidation above all—that 
challenging conditions [have] worked as stimuli in certain cases and not 
in others’—my answer to this is that, when the cases that have fallen out 
differently have been truly comparable, the only possibility of elucida¬ 
tion lies in ao^pting, as correct, the hypothesis that human affairs are at 
least partly non-determined. 

Hook declares* that, 

‘unless we can define what constitutes a successful response, unl^ we 
can say in advance what kmd of unsuccessful response to what kind of 
problem spelts disaster for a culture, unless we can formulate a hypothesis 

I I cannot follow M. Poatan’a reasoning when be says that the zwtion of challenge* 
and*responte ‘might have enabled Professor Toynbee to proceed much further tluw 
the btologista and the sociologists hsve to fsr done in sboUshing the srttfidsl sbstrsetion 
of the object from the environment’ ( 7 %« Sociologital Revim, vol. xxviii (1936), p. 60). 
Surely Spste is right in bolding that a distinecioo between two parties is inherent in the 
notion ol sn encounter. I do not agree with either Spate or Postan in bolding that this 
disttnecion can be dropped without stoppi^ thinking 

* In Th0 Gtographieal journal, vol. erriii. Part 4 (December, 195a), p. 4 < 3 - 

s In loc. cit. * In loe. ck. * In loc. dt. 
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concerning the determinate conditioi» under which a creative response 
will or will not be made, we have hardly made a beginning towards a 
scientific study of the rise, growth, and decline of cultures.’ 

My answer is that I have given a definition of what constitutes a success^ 
ful response in my view.* It is one that, in addition to merely surmount- 
ing the current challenge, surmounts it in a way that evokes a new 
challenge and Aus keeps life on the move. In surveying the rea>rded 
past we can find instances in which this has happened; but we can never 
say in advance what the outcome of a challenge is going to be; and, if 
scientific knowledge and understanding is properly defined as being of 
a kind that makes prediction possible, ^cn we have to acknowledge that 
there never has been, and never can such a thing as a scientific study 
of human afhdrs. 

Postan, in his critique of my work, writes* that, 

’had he responded to the challenge of his own terminology, he would have 
tried to bring out the factors that make a challenge challenging. He would 
have given us the analysis of societies challenged, and would have tried to 
find by what social arrangements, by what changes in their material and 
spirini^ equipment, some societies were made to feel a certain pheno¬ 
menon as a moderate challenge, while others were either not challeiiged 
by it at all, or challenged only too severely. He would also have classified 
responses as well as challenges, and would have analysed the mechanism 
[ricj of response. Why did Assyrians fail to respond to the Scythian 
challenge while the Medians succeeded? Why was the English response to 
the Scandinavian challenge different from that of the Irish ? Why did the 
Zoroastrian and the Jewish societies fail while the Mohammedans succeeded 
in meeting the Hellenic challenge ? How does the capacity for experiencing 
a challenge differ from the ability to respond to it successfully? Do the 
same soc^ factors which determine the degree of the challenge also 
determine the qtrality of the response ?’ 

I agree, of course, with the general point made by Postan in this 
passage. ITbe sociologist’s microscope is an invaluable instrument for the 
study of human a^irs, and the use of it would give me a chance of 
pushing my inquiries farther than I have pushed ^em yet. I have, as a 
mauer of fact, discussed—for instance, apropos of the primeval forest 
in the basin of the River Po and in Intern North America’—the 
question why this presented an overwhelmii^ challenge to a society with 
a certain organization and eqmpment, and a stimulating challei^ to 
another society whose organization and equipment were different. A 
further use of this instrument would ^r^ps give me the means of 
meeting a challenge presented to me by Spate ana Geyl. It would enable 
me to identify and dismiss those cases in which a difference in the re¬ 
sponses to an identical challenge was due to a difference in the organiza¬ 
tion, equipment, and circumstances of the parties subjected to this 
common ordeal. I might then perhaps be able to confront Spate and Geyl 
with instances in which they would agree that two or more parties, con¬ 
fronted with an identical challenge, had been strictly uniform with each 

> This de&nition will be found ia iii. 1x9. 

* In loc. eit. > See U. present volume, pp. X47— 8. 
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other, and therefore properly comparable in all relevant points, and yet 
had responded differently. But we should then, I believe, still left in 
the presence of differences in the response that would be explicable only 
on the hypothesis that, when there is an encounter between persons, a 
genuine freedom, inherent in the nature of Reality, comes into action. 
Postan’s and Thompson’s word ‘mechanism’, used apropos of responses 
to challenges, is, I should say, an inappropriate and misleading metaphor 
taken from the working of Reality on the inanimate level. 

Challenge-and-response is a pattern in human life. It is a pattern with 
a texture of freedom, not of necessity; but, like other observable patterns, 
it is unlikely to be all-prevailing and ubiquitous. I have therefore spent 
volume ii of this book on trying to ascertain the range within which this 
particular pattern asserts itself. The question in my mind was whether 
or not every challenge in all circumstances evokes differing responses from 
different parties when these parties are uniform, and therefore comparable, 
in all relevant points. In putting my question to the phenomena of human 
history, over as wide a field as 1 could, I came to the conclusion that, at 
one end of the scale, there were some challenges that had been met so 
easily by all the parties confronted by them in some particular episode 
that they gave them no stimulus. At the other end of the scale I found 
that there were some challenges that had been so severe for alt parties that 
all alike had been defeated by them. In between these two extremes 
there was a range of challenges which had been met successfully by some 
parties but not by others, in circumstances in which this difference be¬ 
tween the responses could not be accounted for, as far as I could see, by 
any relevant difference betw'een thc parties whose respective responses 
had been successful and unsuccesshil. 

This conclusion is neither unexpected nor exciting,* but it is not a 
truism; for we have no warrant, a priori^ for assuming that a pattern’s 
range is limited; and therefore to ascertain that some particular pattern’s 
range does have limits is always worth while. In me, at any rate, any 
attempt to do this is a merit, considering that I have been accused of 
pushing my ideas to extremes in some cases. I do not agree with Werner^ 
that challenge-and-response are terms without content. As I see it, they 
have a content that is an important one. It consists in the establishment 
of the reality of freedom and the identification of one field in which 
freedom can be seen at work. Nor do I s^ee with Geyl^ that it is 
‘essential to define what is too much and what too little’, and 'to stipulate 
where the golden mean lies’. I do agree with him that my ‘law’ has 
nothing to say about this. It could not have anything to say about it 
without substituting determinism for the belief in the reality of freedom 
which is the e^nce of the notion of challenge-and-response. The 
notion would be tautologous only if challenge-and-response were pre¬ 
sented as being a species of causc-and-effcct; and, if I have ever f^Ien 
into this misrepresentation of my own idea, I have thereby exposed 
myself—but not the idea—to Geyl’s and Werner’s criticisms. 

< Hobbed of Tombee’t profuse wealth of iUtutntions. this sounds painfully like 
common scrue* (A. L. Guerard in Th« Htratd-Tribunt, 28th October, 1934). 

a In loc. cit. * In loc. dt. 



262 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 

K. D. Erdmann judges^ that I have tried to retranslate my idea into 
scientific terms; and, in the act, have fallen into a tautology—the golden 
mean—which throws no true light on historical causation. But he goes 
on to say that this scientific failure does not empty the idea of challenge* 
and-response of significance, so long as the critic remembers that the 
origin of the idea is non-empirical. 

‘Does the pair of concepts “challenge-and-response” lose its importance 
on this account? To my mind the opposite is the truth. Let us not forget 
how Toynbee has obtained the concept. He has taken it from the Bible, 
myth, and poetry, and not from historical observation.’ 

I myself would add that I have tried to apply it to observed historical 
phenomena, and that I believe that my survey has brought to light 
empirical evidence for the view that there is an element of freedom in 
human life. 

The criticism of my argument as being a circular one has been ex¬ 
pressed most clearly, perhaps, by Werner.* 

‘A challenge is that which has the capacity to evoke a civilization, and a 
civilization is that which follows a challenge.’ 

This account of my exposition would be correct if it were my thesis that 
the responses to challenges have invariably been success^!; but my 
actual ^esis is that the responses of comparable parties to an identicU 
challenge have varied: they have been successes in some cases only, and 
have been failures in others; and there have also been challenges that 
have been met successfiiUy by nobody and others that have boen met 
successfully by everybody. Thus Werner’s attempt to formulate my 
thesis gets it wrong in every particular. If other criticisms of my argu¬ 
ment, as being circular, are based on a similar misunderstanding, they 
are no more to the point than Werner’s criticism is. Postan, at any rate, 
appears to be in Werner’s company when he says* that 

‘a complete and impartial list of Professor Toynbee’s “successes” would 
be merely a list of events and situations which happen to have made 
sufficient splash to receive Urge notices in history books.’ 

This cannot be true, considering that the events and situations that have 
made a splash have been signal ^ures as often as signal successes. If my 
findings are to be judged by the conventional presentation of history 
caricatured in lodo and All That, Postan will have to make a complete 
and impartial list, not only of my ‘successes’, but also of my 'failures’. 
If this list of both the two alternative possible kinds of response turns 
out to coincide with the list that is commonly accepted, this will surely 
be presumptive evidence in favour of mine. 

Warwick* argues that my concept of challenge-and-response, with its 
implication that fi-eedom is a reality, applies to my account of the geneses 
of first-generation civilizations oo^. When I come to discuss the geneses 
of later civilizations, which are affiliated, in my view, to earlier civiliza- 

' In Arefttv fOr Kvlturgtuhuht*, roriii. Bind, Heft ^ (1951), p. 306. 

> In loe. cit. t la loc. cit. * In loc. dt. 
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tions, I hold that the link has been provided by a higher religion which 
has served the nascent new civilization as a chrysalis; and Warwick 
maintains that‘the chrysalis metaphor is fatal to challenge-and-rcsponse’, 
because ‘an insect’s pupal stage is one of suspended animation’. 

My answer to this point is that, in an inseers career, the pupal state is 
followed by a bursting of the chrysalis, and that this, lie the breaking of 
the egg-shell by a chide and like the birth of a mammal, is a manifest 
challenge, considering that it is an exposure of a previously sheltered 
creature to the buffets of an indement world. But I would ^o remind 
Wansick that, in my presentation of the sequence of events when a dis¬ 
integrating civilization is succeeded by a new one, the chrysalis from 
which the new creature eventually emerges is, itself, the result of a 
previous successful response to a previous challenge. In my picture the 
‘chrysalis’ is the product of a ‘higher religion’; this ‘higher religion’ is 
the product of an 'internal proletariat’; and this ‘internal proletariat* has 
brought itself into existence by an act of secession from a ‘dominant 
minority’. This act of secession has been a successful response to a 
challenge in the shape of a sinister change in the ruling minority’s 
character. It has become a ‘dominant minority*, continuing to impose 
itself by sheer force, after having originally bwn a ‘creative minority', 
leading the majority of the members of the society in virtue of its attrac¬ 
tiveness. I have already noted^ that I may have exaggerated the anti¬ 
thesis between the characters of the ruling minority in the earlier and in 
the later chapter of its history, and I recur to this again.* But I still main¬ 
tain that, in the histories of civilizations that have broken down and dis¬ 
integrated, there has been a change, of the kind that I have diagnosed, in 
the ruling minority’s ethos; and I also still maintain that this change on 
the minority’s part has been a challenge, and a severe one, to the majority. 


10. WXTHDRAWAL-AND-RETURN 

I have suggested that one of the agencies of social change has been the 
withdrawal of an individual or a group from its social milieu, followed 
by a period of aloofness, during which the temporarily retiring group or 
individual incubates something new. As I see it, this period of with¬ 
drawal is eventually followed by a third stage, in which the party in 
question re-enters Ac society from which it has retired, but re-enters it 
in a new role, acquired during its temporary absence. In this new role it 
sometimes makes a greater impression than it bad ever made in its 
original role, and this gives it a <^ance of converting the other members 
of the society to its own new ideas and ideals. I saw in this spiritual 
voyage of withdrawal-and-retum one of the ways in which the recipient 
of a challenge has responded to it, and responded successfully. I sug¬ 
gested that a scries of withdrawals and returns had played an important 
part in the growths of civilizations, and I cited* a number of instances, 
some drawn from the lives of individuals, and some from the histories of 
groups. I also saw withdrawal-and-return as one particular form of a 


* On pp. 149-50. 


* On pp. 305-6. 


> In iu. a4Jt-3?7. 
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more general pattern, in which—^with or without an intervening with¬ 
drawal—a party to an encounter who has been worsted on one plane of 
activity makes a successful riposte by reactii^ on another plane on which 
the other party is not prepared for action.* 

The notion of withdra>^-and-retum has been perhaps more sharply 
criticized than any other idea of mine,* and, on reconsideration, 1 am 
inclined to think that I have put more weight on it than it will bear. 1 
would agree that it has not been a universal feature of responses to 
challenges. In whatever field one looks—for instance, the fields of re¬ 
ligion, human studies, and politics—one will find that, while withdrawal- 
and-rctum has been one way of responding to a challenge, in every field 
there have also been other ways.’ 

In the fields of religion and of human studies withdrawal-and-return 
has, I still believe, been the course follow'ed by some of the greatest and 
most influential figures.^ In the religious field, Paul withdrew after re¬ 
ceiving the challenge of his vision on the road, and returned as a Christian 
apostle instead of a Jewish persecutor. Saint Ignatius Loyala withdrew 
after receiving his wound, and returned as a spiritual soldier instead 
of a military one. The Buddha withdrew after His experiences of 
the ills of life, and returned as a preacher instead of a prints. More pro¬ 
saically, Confiicius withdrew after failing to obtain permanent employ¬ 
ment as a civil servant, and returned as a teacher of ethics instead of a 
would-be administrator of public business. Jesus withdrew into the 
wilderness after His experience at His baptism, and returned as a 
preacher and healer instead of a carpenter. Saint Benedict and Saint 
Gregory the Great received challenges of an inward spiritual kind, not 
signalized by any dramatic outward event, but their lives, too, followed 
the same pattern. Benedict withdrew as the child of well-to-do middle- 
class parents and returned as the founder and abbot of a monastic com¬ 
munity. Gregory withdrew as a senior civil servant and returned as a 

I See viti. 466-76. 

* For ineance, by Geyl in Toynht* end Hitutry, pp, 49 -s<>; by K. W. Thompeon, 
ibid., pp, 216-17: ^ W. Kaufeunn, ibid., p. 312; by K. CoiilMm in Phylm, 1940, 
o^rint. p. 5: W K. n. S. Crountux in The iiao StcUman, 8 th March, 1947: by W. 
Gurian in 7 m Review Politia, vol. 4, No. 4 (October, 1942), p. 512; by A. H. Htnaon 
in Scietut and Soa4ty, No. 13 (2949). pp. xio-ss. Croitmanc^ my presentation of the 
idee a pasdebe. Hanson calls toe idea itself ‘mysdc nonsense*. On the other hand, A. L. 
Guerard finds my treacment of withdrawaJ-aod-retum the most interesting thing in 
voU. i-iii of this boc 4 ; {TTu HtraJd-Tribunt, aSth October, 1934). 

s J. K. Peibleman comments; 'Is withdrawal from woddly affairs to a state of con- 
temeladon which conadtutes a preparadoo for return with "new powers" to interference 
in those affairs a neccatary pattern for the creadve leader? It would hardly appear so. 
Napoleon and Abraham Lincoln are examples of men whose leadership, so far as it lay 
within their decision to control their own desdny, was unremitting, and there are many 
others who could be turned. It may not always be neemary to w^draw; and, further, 
withdrawal may be fatal if there is no return* (T*un Htia Monthfy, vol. xi, Noa. 1 and 

. Holoom's view, the concept of wjthdrewal-and-retum 'is fairly well appli¬ 
cable to a long series of prophets ana religious leaders. With regard to intellectual and 
political leaders it is of more mestionable value* (Tbs Saturday Revieto of LiUrattire, 
3xst May, 2947, p. 12). K. D. Erdmann likewise Judges that the concept ceases to work 
when the creative personalities to which tt a applied are people whoae neld of action has 
been not relimous but mundane {Archiv fpr KidturftschukU, xjotiii. Band, Heft 2 
(2951), p. 211). H. Frankfort finds that my illustrations of withdrawsl-and-rctum ‘rob 
tt. not only of the obvious, but of all definite, meaning* (Tbs Birth of C^iaation in the 
Ntar Baft, pp. 28-29. Cp. p. 24, footnote i). 
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papal envoy and then as a pope. In the held of the study of human 
afbirs Thucydides, Xenophon, Josephus, OUivier,* MachiavelU, Poly¬ 
bius, Clarendon, and Ibn Khaldun were all men of action—statesmen or 
soldiers or both—who were put out of action permanently or tempo¬ 
rarily by being disgraced or cashiered or exiled or deported, and who then 
returned as observers in the held in which they had previously been 
actors. Dante was one of this company. Exiled for life from Florence, he 
returned as a poet instead of a citizen. 

Most of these examples are so eminent that, in these two lines at any 
rate, it looks as if withdrawal-and-retum was really one kind—and an 
important kind—of prelude to outbursts of creativity. Yet in both these 
helds one could hnd other eminent representatives whose creative activi¬ 
ties were not inaugurated by any conspicuous break in their lives. Con¬ 
versely, in the held of politics, one can hnd striking instances of with- 
drawal-and-return. Muhammad, for instance, withdrew from Mecca as 
an unsuccessful prophet and returned as a triumphant statesman. But 
I admit the criticism that in politics this pattern of career has not been 
particularly outstanding. Thus, on reconsideration, I hnd myself still 
holding that withdraw^ on one plane, followed by return on another 
plane, is one of the patterns that individual lives may take, but I no 
longer think it as important or as pervasive a pattern as I once thought it. 

I also still believe that this pattern has displayed itself in the histories 
of peoples, as well as in the lives of individuals. Athens, for instance, 
played an important part in the life of the Hellenic World in the Dark 
Age of Hellenic history {circa 1125-725 B.C.). She served as a base of 
operations for the Greek colonization of Ionia, and her geometriepottery 
dominated the HcUcnic market. Thereafter, in the ensuing age of Greek 
colonization in the western basin of the Mediterranean, Athens lapsed 
into comparative isolation and obscurity. After that, again, there was a 
thir d act, opening in the sixth century, in which Athens once more came 
to the front in politics, war, literature, and all the visual arts, including 
architecture and sculpture as well as pottery. And, in this age following 
the temporary withdrawal, she shone as she had never shone before. 
English history, too, displays the same pattern (I still maintain, in spite 
of Geyl’s trenchant criticisms). From the Norman conquest to her 
eventual defeat in the last bout of the Hundred Years War, the rulers of 
England were bent on winning and holding a Continental European 
empire. After their discomfiture by Joan of Arc they renounced their 
continental ambitions and turned ^eir energies to overseas enterprise; 
and this was the creative age of English history in literature and politics. 
After the Revolution of 1688 England re-entered the Continental 
European arena from which she l^d been evicted more than two 
hundred years back; but she returned in a new role. The English had not 
forgotten the lesson of their repeated loss of a continental empire—^first 
in 1202-4 again in 1449-51. This had implanted in English 

minds a luting inhibition against further attempts to acquire continental 

* I have been criticuccd bv Geyl, in loc. cit., and by Guerard in Th« HeraId‘Tribw 4 , 
aSth October, 19^4, for including this relatively minor figure in my list. Yet a minor 
figure may be a atgntficanc instance. 

K2 
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territory. England now resumed her participation in European affairs, 
but no lonecr as an aspirant to a continental empire of her own; 
she returned as the protagonist in the opposition to successive attempts, 
by continental powers, to acquire empires on continental soil that might 
be a menace to EngUmd’s security. ^yPs criticisms^ of my accoimt of 
English history* are telling, besides being witty. They prove me wrong 
on a number of incidental points, but, as far as 1 can see, they leave my 
thesis still standing. With Geyl’s aid to help me steer clear of some pit- 
&lls into which I have stumbled at my first attempt, I believe I could 
produce a revised version of my thesis that would be acceptable to Geyl 
himself. 


II. PROGRESS 

The Latin word progresstts means literally an advance in whatever the 
direction may be. But it is also used metaphorically, and this meta¬ 
phorical usage is the one that usually attaches to the transliterations or 
translations of the word in modem Western languages. In this meta¬ 
phorical meaning the idea of progress is subjective in two senses. In the 
first place it implies a judgement of value in the mind of anyone who 
applies the idea to a series of phenomena. In declaring that the change 
between an earlier phase of something and a later phase of it is a case of 
progress, he is judging that the later phase is better than the earlier one 
from his point of view in that particular o^ntext. In the second place the 
idea of progress is relative to the kind of phenomena with which one 
happens to be concerned at the moment. Since the kinds of phenomena 
are infinite for practical human purposes, and since few movements, 
either physical or spiritual, are known to have gone forward in the same 
direction without stopping, veering, or backsliding sooner or later, the 
use of the word 'progress* in the ^solute is meaningless.* There have 
been bouts of progress in an almost infinite number of different fields; 
but progress in certain fields has often been accompanied by retrogres¬ 
sion in other fields. Progress in the art of war, for instance, has sometimes 
been accompanied by retrogression in the spiritual sphere; retrogression 
in civilization has sometimes been accompanied by progress in religion. 

For these reasons, I do not dispute W. Altree’s judgement* that 

'Toynbee's depreciation of the material aspects of civilization and his 
mysti^ orientation deprive him of any set of objective criteria for the 
measurement of the progress of civilizations/ 

and that this Study is 'a normative system based on a very private inter¬ 
pretation of human destiny*. But, in accepting Altree's verdict, I gener¬ 
alize it and apply it to him and to everyone el^, as well as to myself. On 
Altree's showing, Altree’s own valuation of the material aspects of 
civilization and his own orientation in regard to religion, whatever this 
may be, deprive him, too, of objective criteria for measuring progress; 

* In Tovnbet and Histm, pp. a In iii 350-63. 

a Here 1 dis^ee with F. S. Mer^, who criticizes ne for not belierins that there has 
been progress in sn absolute sense {Tha Hubert Jattmd, July, 1935, pp. 624-5). 

* In Toynbu and History, p. 271. 
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and his or anyone else’s interpretation of human destiny, if made in 
terms of progress, is bound, like mine, to be ‘very private*. I am sceptical 
of Altree’s apparent belief that ‘a set of objective criteria for the measure¬ 
ment of the progress of civilizations’ is obtainable. In my belief, every 
judgement of progress, in whatever held, is subjective intrinsically and 
incurably. C. Trinkaus’ and F. S. Marvin* are right when they report 
that my theory implies a disbelief in progress, if they mean progress in 
the absolute. I do not disbelieve in the experience of progress in an im¬ 
mense number of different fields, in discontinuous bursts, each of 
limited duration and limited achievement. But this experience is, as I see 
it, determined by the particular criterion that one happens to be apply¬ 
ing. If one looks for progress in human affairs in terms of technol(^, in 
terms of sociality, and in terms of spirituality, one will obtain a dif^rent 
chart of human history in each case. Therefore, when Trinkaus declares* 
that history is progress or nothing, my answer is that it is neither. It is a 
kaleidoscopic panorama in which the patterns and colours change with 
each change in the viewer’s focus of interest. 

As Altree points out in the passage quoted above, I have (as he and 
everyone else has) a set of values that are personal—^though ^e person 
in question may share them with a greater or a lesser number of his 
fellow human beings. My own set of ^ues has led me to sec process in 
terms of progressive ‘etherialisation’,^ progressive power of self-deter¬ 
mination,* and progressive accessibility of means of grace.* A. L. 
Kroeber rightly calls ‘etherialisation’ an ‘unfortunate’ word.’ It is im- 
fortunate b^ause it is a word of my own coinage, and is therefore un¬ 
familiar and obscure. Kroeber has defined it for me, neatly as well as 
accurately, as meaning ‘simplification with increased efficiency’. Each 
of my three criteria of progress has been disputed by inquirers whose 
own criteria are different. Mumford finds my valuation in terms of 
‘etherialisation* one-sided.® ‘In a healthy society’, he maintains, ‘the two 
processes of etherialisation and materialisation are—if my interpretation 
holds—in continuous interplay.’’ He also disputes*® my measurement of 
growth in terms of ‘a progressive and cumulative self-articulation’, a 
transfer of the field of action from the outer to the inner world, and the 
displacement of quantitative criteria of success by qualitative criteria. 
G. Masur caUs my doctrine of progressive self-determination ‘the most 
arbitrary and unsatisfactory part’of my whole undertaking.** Criticisms 
of my third criterion—a progressive increase in the means of grace— 
have, I should guess, been still more vehement and more frequent. Such 
differences between different inquirers’ criteria of progress have arisen 
whenever and wherever the idea of progress has been current. They are 
one of the most striking evidences of the truth that a human being’s 
judgements are relative to his personal outlook. 

If I am right in holding that the criteria of progress are, by their very 

t In Science and Society, vol. xii, No. i (1048), p. 223. 

» In The Hibbert JiAtmal, July, 1935, pp. 624-5. * 

* See tii. 174-92. * See itt. 192-217. 

* See vti. 562-8. ^ The Nature of Culture, pp. 373*’4. 

* Sw Diogenes, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), pp. 19-20. * Ibid., p. 20. 

<0 Ibid., p. 29. “ The JJistoruMe Zestschrift, Bend 177 {1954), pp. 521-2. 
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nature, subjective, is it possible to amve at an objective description of 
the process through which a bout of progress is achieved, irrespective of 
the standard that is being applied and of the field that is under con¬ 
sideration? This question Im been raised, apropos of my work, by 
P. A. Sorokin. 

‘Toynbee's theory [he writes]* is not so much a theory of civilizational 
change as much as an evaluative theory of civilizational progr^ or regre^. 
This clearly comes out in his fonnulac of “growth” and “disintegration”. 
They arc evaluative formulae of progress and regress but not the formulae 
of change.’ 

The two labels here cited by Sorokin are evaluative, I agree. They imply 
that one process of change in a network of relations of &e species called 
civilization makes this network do better service for the human beings 
participating in it, and that another process of change in the same network 
has the contrary effect in terms of human interests. But the evaluative 
labels for processes are not the same thing as the processes th^- 
selves. In volume iii of this book* I have tried to analyse in psychological 
and social terms the process that, in ‘evaluative’ terms, I have appraised 
as growth or progress. I have seen it as a series of acts of the drama of 
challenge-and-response in which each act results in a successful re¬ 
sponse to the challenge with which this act has opened, while each of 
these successful responses results in the presentation of a new challenge 
which produces a further act. On this view, the rhythm of progress or 
growth is a repeated overbalance that gives the challenged party a con¬ 
tinuing momentum; and this momentum carries him along from one act 
of challenge-and-response to another. There is no reason why the series 
of acts, thus generated, should ever come to an end. There is no pre¬ 
determined or fated limit to the number of the acts, and no fixed maxi¬ 
mum time-span within which the drama must play itself out. There may 
be no known instance of a bout of progress that did not come to an end 
sooner or later. But the failure of a particular past bout of progress to 
perpetuate itself will not have been inevitable. It wiU have been a con¬ 
sequence of ‘the nemesis of creativity’; and a successful creator is never 
fated, though always tempted, to allow this nemesis to overtake him. 

12 . INSTITUTIONS 

Institutions, as I understand them, are relations between persons that 
have been systematized in a more or less formal pattern. Being relations 
between persons, institutions are not mechanized relations, if I am right 
in holding that, in encounters between persons, the play is not the 
mechanical play of cause-and-effect but the free play of challenge-and- 
response.* For the same reason, institutions are not or^nic relations.* 
A person is an organism, but a relation between persons is not. This last- 
mentioned fact about the nature of institutions means that, unlike 
organisms, they have no fixed and fated time-span, either maximum or 

> In Toynbte and Hitiory, p. xSa. Cp. p. x88. 

* iii. ii»-a7, espccialljr iip-ae. * See pp. 455-7. * See ibid. 
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mimmum. Since an institution is the product of a consensus of hu man 
wills, it can be dissolved by a consensus at any moment, however soon, 
after it has been created. On the other hand, there is no reason in prin¬ 
ciple why any institution, once established, should not last for an in- 
d^nite time to come—in fact, as long as mankind itself.* Institutions 
have no maximum time-span because the human participants in a 
systematic relation, or set of relations, may change, and change entirely 
and repeatedly, without this bringing the institution to an end. Lt roi est 
mart, vive le roi! The office survives the death of each of its successive 
human occupants.* Again, there is no fixed number, either minimum or 
maximum, for the participants in an institution. At one extreme they 
may run to hundreds of millions. The missionary religions, which are the 
largest and most enduring institutions that have made an appearance so 
far, have had, as one of their objectives, the permanent conversion of the 
whole human race; and today we can foresee the possibiliQr that the 
whole of mankind may come to form a single society, and perhaps even a 
single political community. At the other extreme the participants in an 
institution may form a narrower circle than that of each participant’s 
personal acquaintances. 

The existence of an institutional relation between two or more human 
beings does not preclude the existence of a personal relation between 
them as well.® On the other hand, the absence of a personal relation 
does not preclude the existence of an institutional relation. This, being a 
systematic kind of relation, can subsist between people who ^ve not 
ever met and arc not likely ever to meet each other. Indeed, it can 
subsist between non-contemporaries. At this moment, for example, a 

I Thi« conclusion of mine striJeet W. HSpker as being en extreme one (Zeitwnd*, 
Auguet, 1949, p. 136). 

s G. A. Birlu and P. B^by are stating what is my belief, too, when Birks »ays that a 
aociepr (which is one species of institution) differs mm sn organism in not hsving sny 
definite birth or death (Philosophy, October, ipso, pp. 336-^) and when Bsgby ssys 
thst Givilixetioiu (which are one species of society) 'ao not die at all’ (Toyniee and HtS’ 
tory, p. 106; cp. Culttao and History, p. 116). When Bagby goes on to say (TeynSM and 
Hutory, loe. ctt.) that I have ’not it seems, done away \nth every veatige of the organic 
analogy’, my answer is thst I have done away with every vestige of it in my thinking, but 
that, in Writing about civilizations and other institutions, I have not msnsged to get rid 
of every vestij^ of anthropomorphic language. To do that would be the ideal, but the 
poverty of the vocabulary at our disposarmakes this difficult to achieve. This unavoid¬ 
able use of anthropomorphic language is, im> doubt, insidious. Birks (ibid.) finds that, 
as a result of using such terms as ‘rise and fall’ and 'growth and decline’, I slip into 
thinking of societies as organisms subconsciously. 

i A good illustration of this is the institution 01 marriage (irrespective of whether the 
prevailing marriage system happens to be polyandrous, polygynous, or monogamous). 
In one aspect, marrisge, under whatever system, is a pre-eminently personal relation; 
inde^, there could not be such s thing as marriage without this; and, so long as 
relation between married people is harmonious, no other aspect of marriage except its 
personal aspect arises cither for the married pewle themselves or for any other partici¬ 
pants in the same society. ^ the other hsna, if a marriage goes wrong enough to lead 
one or other par^ to so to law about it, it immediately bKximea evident that this is an 
institution in which sQ participants in ^e society feel a concern and. through the law, 
assert it. A marriage cannot be dissolved without the law’s ssnetton. Nor can it be con¬ 
tracted without bemg 'solemnized’ in either a religious or s civil ceremony, the effects of 
which are binding on the parties. The parties can neither become nor cease to be man 
and wife just by their own private common consent. Socie^, aedng through the law, 
insists that, besides being a private affair, a marriage is a public one. Even If the marriage 
has been duly solemnized and is harmonious, the law may intervene if some third party 
alleges that tne marriage is, after all, unlawful in terms of the legislation, civil or eccle- 
siaatical, that is in force at the particular time and place. 
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Buddhist, a Christian, or a Muslim is linked by an effective institutional 
relation, not only with his living co-religionists in the antipodes, but 
with his dead co-religionists in every generation right back to the founder 
of his faith. This capacity of institutions for linking human beings with 
each other by an impersonal bond, without the support of any personal 
relation between them, is the reason why mankind has found institutions 
indispensable. Man is not merely a social animal; he is one that could 
not survive if his society had to be confined to the ineyiiably narrow 
circle of living huntian beings who are in personal relations with each 
other. The simplest and most rudimentary society has to extend farther 
than that in both space and time, and it cannot extend beyond the range 
of personal acquaintance except by availing itself of mstitutions.* 

It is true, at the same time, that impersonal institutional relations are 
morally, and therefore socially, a poor second-best by comparison with 
personal relations. If the parties to a marriage ever come to deal with 
each other only in terms of legal or customary rights and duties, without 
being animated by any mutual love, the marriage may still be legally 
valid but it will be spiritually dead. It is also unfortunately true that 
most people usually behave more callously and less responsibly as com¬ 
mittee men, citizens, or churchmen than they behave as human beings 
in personal relations with their neighbours. Next to the innate self- 
centredness that aifficts human beings like other living organisms, the 
relatively low level of feeling and conduct in institutional relations, as 
contrasted with personal relations, is perhaps the second most potent 
cause of mankind’s miserable failure in the field of human relations, in 
contrast to its brilliant success in the fields of science and technology, in 
which Man has the relatively easy task of dealing with non-human 
nature.* For this reason I have labelled institutions ‘slums’; and, on 
reconsideration, I do not see any reason to withdraw the word, though 
I am ready to consider substitutes for it, to meet the protest that my word 
has drawn from Sir Ernest Barker.* 

Whatever may be one’s judgement on the moral standing of institu¬ 
tions by comparison with human beings, it must be agreed that institu¬ 
tions, as weU as human beings, arc realities.* They arc, of course, 

* R. Redfield boldt th»e, till the rise of dvilttation, communities were so smtll that 

all the participants in a community knew each other peraonally (Th* Primitiv* World and 
iu Traniforma^oKt, p. 7). But they did not, and could not, know their ancestort per¬ 
sonally. and the bond between the living and the dead has been stronger in pre-civUiaa- 
tiond societies than in the civilizations. ... 

* In this held, too, of coune, Man cannot get far without co-operation; and this 
means human rmtiona are the crucial factor in everything whatsoever that Man 
does. 

* In ToytAtt and History, p. On this, see further Chapter II, Annex, pp. 636-8. 

* This point has been made already on pp. 23i-4.IcannotfoUowC.Tiinkaua'reason¬ 
ing in Scitneo and Soeiety, voL xii, No. i (z^). pp. a z 8 -^ 9 - Commendng on my delini- 
tioQ of society as being the common ground of the respective helds of action of a number 
of human betngs, Trinkaus declares that ‘diia notion . . . abandons his conception of 
society as objectsvely cxistiog and leads back to what is a more elaborate atomic concep- 
tion.... Society disappears as tn active structure and becomes the mere resultant of the 
social^ undetermined individual actions emaiuting from each point on the plane.’ 
Here 'Trinkaus seems to be maintaining that society cannot have an objeerive existence 
if it is not ‘an active tuucture’. On this line of resaKining, inanimate nature would not 
have an o^ective existence. Trinkaus goes on to say that, u a result of my conception of 
society as being a network of rdadona between individuals, I completely ignore society’s 
influence on, and importance for, the indrviduai and am therefore not in a positioa to do 
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realities of a different order.* They are the products of continual en¬ 
counters between the feelings, thoughts, and wills of a number of 
persons, and they cease to exist if there is no one who is any longer 
wanting to maintain them or is any longer having any feelings or thoughts 
about them.* But the fact that they exist in a psychic, not a physical, 
medium does not make them unreal. All that is distinctively human 
about a human being exists in a psychic medium likewise; and institu¬ 
tions prove their potent^ by dealing death and misery or life and happi¬ 
ness to myriads of human beings. Thus institutions, too, are realities, 
though not of the same kind as the human beings who create and main¬ 
tain them. There is, however, no difference in cither the kind or the 
degree of the reality of any one species of institution as contrasted with 
any other species. All institutions are on the same plane of reality in con¬ 
sequence of their all being psychic relations between human beings. 
Tlus is the common nature of all of them: totems, tabus, marriage, war, 
rites, cultures, languages, nationalities, communities, states, societies, 
civilizations, higher religions, and so on. 

Even an institution that has only a small number of participants and 
a relatively simple structure is the product of innumerable encounters 
between the human beings concerned; and the consequent problem of 
quantity in the study of human affairs has baffled human intellects so far. 
lliis is a point of capital importance; but it need not be discussed further 
here, since it has been examined in Chapter IV.* 

13. SOCIETY 

Society is the total network of relations between human beings.^ The 
components of society are thus not human beings but relations between 
them. In a social structure ‘ individuals are merely the foci in the network 
of relationships’.* The famous frontispiece of Hobbes’ Leviathan, dis¬ 
playing society as a gigantic human figure composed of a multitude of 
life-sized human figures, is an anthropomorphic misrepresentation of 
reality and so is the practice* of speaking of human beings as ‘members’® 

jxMtice to society's historical importance. T'his, asstn, seems to me to be a noQ*«equitur. 
A thing—inanimate nature, for example-can have an influence on, and importance for, 
human beings without having the 'active structure’ that a human being haa. Nature does 
not cease to be important for human beings If and when they grow out of taking an 
animistic or an anthropomorphic view of her. For the word ‘nature* substitute the word 
'society’, ftnd Trinkaus's ailment evaporates, so it teems to me. 

« See pp. and xaS. Bagby, in CvJtur* tmd History, pp. 127-8, rightly com¬ 

bats the view ‘that only individual actions are real and that the common or regular aspect 
of these actions is somehow tenuous^ elusive, a construction of the human mind, and 
therefore unreal'. He points out that individual human betnn and their actioos, as well 
as ‘rttularities’ in the behaviour of groups, are abstractions, though they are abstractions 
on dinerent levels. 

> P. A. Hayek points out that institutions, ‘thoujgh in a sense man-made, i.e. entirely 
the result of human actions,... may yet not be designed, not be the intended product of 
these actions’ { 77 w CounUr-Rsoolution Satnet, p. 83). * On pp. 103-35. 

* See p, 81. > P. A. Hayek: Tkt Co\mter^Reool%tXion 0/ SoUnce, p. 3^. 

6 P. Bagby has made the same mistake. In Culturt and History, p.^,he defines society 
as being 'a number of people' and endorses the statement 'a society is composed of 
people', vrhich he quotes from M. JT. Herkovitz: Man and His Works (New York 1948, 
Knopf), p. 20. 

1 Prwumsbiy derived from the simile in the New Testament in which the adherents of 
the Christian Church are spoken of as members of the body of Christ (e.g. i Cor. vi. 15; 
Epb. V. to). 

* i.e. umbs, according to the literal meaning of the Latin word menara. 
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of society or of one or other of its component institutions (e.g. a dub, 
a church, a dass, a family, a ’corporation*). A visible and palpable collec¬ 
tion of i>copIe is not a society; it is a crowd. A crowd, unlike a society, 
can be assembled, dispersed, photographed, or massacred. Of course, 
the human beings composing a crowd may also be in social relations 
with each other. They may all be voters in the same electorate, or soldiers 
in the same army. But the army or the electorate, unlike a crowd of the 
human participants in the institution, is itself impalpable and invisible. 
An army cannot be massacred; the corpses on a battlefield are those of 
men of flesh and blood who have been brought to the shambles by the 
incorporeal sodal bond of military service. 

14. CULTURE 

I have already* adopted P. Bagby*s definition of culture as being 
’regularities in the behaviour, intemd and external, of the members of 
a sodety, exduding those regularities which are clearly hereditary in 
origin*. Bagby adds* that, in virtue of being ’the patterned or repetitive 
element in histor/, ‘culture is history’s intelligible aspect’. A. L. 
Kroeber proposes’ a definition in four points, of which the first three 
agree with Bagb/s definition. According to Kroeber, culture is trans¬ 
mitted by the inter-conditioning of zygotes;* it is suprapersonal and 
anonymous; and it falls into patterns or regularities of form, style, and 
significance. Kroeber’s fourth point is that culture embodies values; 
and this is a thesis that Bagby rejects. ’Culture’, Bagby maintains,’ ’in¬ 
cludes modes of thinking and feeling and modes of behaviour, but not any 
of the invisible entities, whatever they may be, which determine these 
modes.’ The entities to which he is here referring are ’beliefs, values, 
and so forth’If one of the included modes of feeling is value-judge¬ 
ments, as Bagby’s words seem to imply, the exclusion of the values that 
are asserted insuch judgements seems to introduce an unnecessary com¬ 
plication. Moreover, Bagby finds, at a later point in his inquiry,’ that 
’it is ideas and values . . . which provide the basis for differentiation 
between cultures’.* Bagby’s argument here is, for me, too fine-drawn to 
carry conviction. It does not seem to me to refute Kroeber’s downright 
statement that culture embodies values. So I prefer, pace Bagby, to add 
this to Bagby’s definition in working out my own.* 

I On pp. 76-77. The reference b to Culturt and History, pp. 84 and 95. 

> In op. ot, p. 124. * In Th$ Hatun of Cvlturs, p. 104. 

* I teke thb to mean: by the inSuence on each other of human beinga who are in 

•ocial relations with each other, in contrast to biological transmission through the physi¬ 
cal process of reproduction. s In Culturi and History, p. ^ 

‘ Ibid., p. 78. » Ibid., p. 109. 

* Cultures m the plural mean the different bbtorical exemplifications of the general 
idea of culture. See p. aSa, footnote a. 

B In previous volumes (e.g. tit. isi-a, v. 199-aoi, viii. 495-521) I have used the word 
‘culture^ in two different senses: (i) the comprehensive sense in which it b by 
Kroeber and Bagby, in the passages cited here, and, in general, by cultural anthiopolo- 

£ 'sts; (ii) in an exclusive sense, in which the word has been cxirrent in contemporary 
ngUsh since the time of Matthew Arnold. In thb narrower usage, ‘culture’ means 
spiritual, in contrast to material, activities and interests, or, in more preebe terms, 
religion, philosophy, seieoce, literature, and the visual arts in contrast to politics and 
economics (A. L. Kroeber observes, in 7 A< Natssn of Ctdture, p. 155, that ‘the cultural 
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Krocber insists* that culture is a reality that cannot be explained in 
terms of anything but itself, and that what is cultural must be dis¬ 
tinguished from what is social.^ He points out* that the social insects 
(ants, termites, and the rest) possess society but not culture; and this is, 
of course, true if one accepts Bagby’s definition of culture, which ex¬ 
cludes from it regularities that arc hereditary, and also accepts the first 
point in Kroebcr’s definition, according to which the means by which 
culture is transmitted is education in the broad sense of the word. On the 
other hand, ‘culture can exist only when a society exists; and, conversely, 
every hitman society is accompanied by a culture’.^ Thus, while it U true 
that the ideas of culture and society refer to realities of two different 
orders that ought not to be confused with each other, it is also true that, 
when we come to study the ‘cultures’ and ‘societies’ that have been the 
historical exemplifications of these two general ideas, it proves im¬ 
possible, in practice, to study either apart from the other. “The subject 
matter of anthropology is both society and culture’, and the two things 
are, in fact, inseparable.* 


15. CIVILIZATION 

This is a hybrid modem Western word, compounded of a Latin 
adjectival stem, a French verbal affix, and a Latin abstract substantival 
suffix indicating, not a static condition, but a process that is still going 
on. Interpreted literally, the word ought to mean an attempt to attain the 
kind of culture that had been attained by citizens of a Graeco-Roman (in 
my terminology, Hellenic) city-state. The word ‘civilization’, inits literal 
meaning, would, in fact, accurately describe the process of Hellenization 
that played so important a part in the history of the Hellenic Society and 
of that society’s relations with its non-Hellenic neighbours. This was the 
process to which the rural population of, for example, Pontic Cappadocia 
was subjected—or a privilege to which it was admitted—by Pompey 
when, after his annexation of this kingdom to the dominions of Rome, 
he attached the rural districts to one or other of the rare local Hellenic 
cities. 

Actually, the word was never introduced into the Latin language. It is 
a modern French coinage, and Dr. Johnson refused to include the 
English counterpart of it in his dictionary of the English language.^ 
Since then, this pseudo-Latin word, or some equivalent for it, has 
become current in all modem languages in the meaning of a particular 
kind or phase of culture that has been in existence during a particular 

portion of culture’ his re^on, philosophy, ind art is its core). This use of the word 
culture to include everything in humin me that is both non-politkal and non-econointc 
is inexact, and the excluaion of poUtica and ccon«Mmcs ia confusing, because these are not 
excluded in the anthropologists' luage of the word ‘culture’. I therefore propose to stop 
using the word in my previous way, and to refer to religion, philosophy, science, litera¬ 
ture, and the visual arts each under its own proper name, without bundling them to¬ 
gether. < In op. cit., p. 113. Cp. Uagby, op. cit., pp. 90-91. 

* I^eber, op. cit., p. 118. Cp. Bagby, op. cit., pp. 92-94 and 1x5. 

3 Kroeber, op. cit., pp. aa and 52. * Kroeber, op. cit., p. 118. Cp. p. 16a. 

s G. R. Willey and P. Phillips: Mtihod and Theory in Amtrieem Arehatology (1958), 
pp. a-3. ^ M. R. Cohen: Th« Mtamng of Human History, p. 330. 
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aec. In the present stage of knowledge the Age of Civilmtion appears to 
have begun approximately five thousand years ^o. But th^ words 
were written in January 1959; md, at this time, the progress of archaeo- 
l02V was so rapid that the figure might have to be raised—and t^, 
perhaps, drastically-bcfore the end of the calendar y^. Another 
season’s excavations in the tell at Jericho, for «arnplc, might ^t back 
the date of the beginnings of the Age of Civilization by several millennia. 

When one has described civilization as being a kind or a phase of 
culture, and when one has discussed the date at which it made its ^t 
appearance, one has perhaps implied that one has already ^ved at 
a definition of what civilization U. I myself have been criticized for 
having operated with the idea without having defined my usage of the 
word explicitly.* I did raise, in volume i* of this book, the question 
whether one could identify the features in which the difference between 
civilization and the pre-civilizational stage or stages of culture resides,^ 
and I concluded that the difference did not consist m the presence or 
absence of institutions or of the division of labour or of the practice of 
social imitation (mimesis). These features, I found, were common to the 
culture of human society in all phases. I put my finger on the point that, 
in the present-day life of surviving pre-civihzational societies, mimesis 
is directed towards the ancestors, wher^, in the present-day life of 
societies now in process of civilization, it is directed towards CTeative 
personalities who are leaders on the road towards a goal in the niturc.'* 
I admitted that this observable present-day difference did not provide 
the definition for which I was in search.* Though sutionary now, the 
surviving pre-civilizational societies must have been on the move once,® 


I S«e. for instmee, R. T. Ctark in Tht Ninetttnth Cfttyry, o«d Afw. vol. cm. 
No 7T7 (1941) P* *97! the references to s number of criticisms on thu sccount m 
Andie's un|>u^hed piper. See tbo the present volume, pp. 2*3-4. 

» ^ Kulboni (hi Toynbee end History, p. X49. footn^ 1) notes thst K. W. ^omp- 
son (in Ethia, No. bev (195s). P- *99)‘compliins 

cent of dvilizstion "by more thin 1 few fll^^tions . Coulbom ew^eats. I f«l 

thst Toynbee's looseness is right in principle. Tlw sre toeay ctmfltcn^ of the 
term. im. rather thin 1 formsl deSmtion, I find it prset^ to offer 1 hisMneal one, 
nimely thst civili»ed societies ire those sockaM,,of tni^tudc fir greater thin earlier 
prittumre societies and surviving primitive societies, which irose, by rcMon o^ecial 
dimitic conditions, at the end of the Oiuternyy I« 

which have been derived from them. This kmd of de^tion suits Toynbee s use and 

could be said to be implied by it.' , ■ j j •_ w.. 

* This point has since been made, with much greater knwiedge ttd authority, by 
R Redfieldin The Prmitne World end its Tren^ormat^.'The pre«her of^^vet«on 
and the preacher of moral regeneration are creatures of avjlizstion (p. sSh In *0‘k 
totieties men do not seek to make over their own Mtur« (p. 1 ta). Man mskM himself 
(to use ChUde's phrase) in two senses: (i) in pnmiave life unintentionally ind uncon¬ 
sciously. (ii) in civiluation intentionally and ccnacioiuly (p. 113). Civilmtion u the 
cultivation of our ultimate purposes’ (p. 119). Prinutive people see life u Uingstioe; 
they expect the immediate future to be like the imme^te past (P- t*o). 
educitiOT is conservative (pp. 120-x). By oontrast, Redfield endors« Margaret Ntod s 
observation (in The Americen youmal of Sociology, yol. (1943). P* 9) that modem 
education includes • heavy emphssis upon the function of education to create dacon- 
tinuities*. and that, in this phase of culture, ‘education becomes s mechsni^ of change . 
In short, dvUizttion, as Rcdfield sees it, *» breakdown of old ways (p. 136). A preset- 
day inquirer can catch this process at woik in his own world m ms own i;erierstion il lie 
visits anv village in India in which the community development prm^ la m operation. 

» Here I MiScipated one of G. L^bvre’i criticisms in Le Remu Hatonqve, Jsnuary- 
Msreh, 1949, pp. 109-13. 

4 Here I anticipated another of Lefibvre’s cnoctsms in loc. at. 
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while, on the other hand, there was no warrant for assuming that the 
surviving civilizations would always continue to be on the move. Indeed, 
some of them had already lapsed into statlonariness, like the survivors of 
the societies of the pre-civilizational kind. At this point I broke off my 
search for a dehnition of the idea of civilization in the singular, and set 
myself, instead, to study the rhythm of the histories of civilizations in 
the plural. This inquiry has occupied most of the rest of the first ten 
volumes of this book. I believe that this was the more promising pro¬ 
cedure. To propound a definition before one has surveyed the pheno¬ 
mena to which it applies is to expose oneself to the risk of seeing one’s 
preliminary labour lost. It is now time for me to try to respond to my 
critics’ challenge. But first I will report some definitions of civilization 
that have been offered by other inquirers. 

A. H. Hanson, for example, brings up' a number of changes that, in 
his view, have been decisive factors in the metamorphosis of a pre- 
civilizational culture into a civilization. He mentions the discovery of 
new techniques, the introduction of the division of labour,* the emer¬ 
gence of economic inequality, the division of society into classes, the 
opposition between these new phenomena and the structure of the 
primitive tribe, and the emergence of the state as a means of transcend¬ 
ing this opposition. R. J. Braidwood proposes^ a combination of eight 
criteria: fully efficient food production, urbanization, a formally organ¬ 
ized political state or states, formal laws (implying a new sense of moral 
order), formal public projects and works, social dasses and hierarchies, 
literacy, and monumentality in art. Bagby reviews several proposed 
criteria for classifyii^ a culture as being a dvilization, and rejects 
magnitude of population, complexity, in the sense of far-going division 
of labour, and literacy. He rightly argues that the first two criteria out 
of these three demand the drawing of lines that would be arbitrary. In 
discussing the proposed criterion of literacy, he points out that at least 
one culture that is usually recognized as being a civilization, namely the 
Andean, was non-literate, whereas there are some living sodeties that 
possess scripts but are in other respects pre-civilizational. Moreover, the 
Incas did have, in the quipu, a method of keeping records in a non- 
litcrary form.^ 

It may be added that at least one literate sodety, the Western, made 
an extensive use of a similar non-literary method of keeping records in 
the shape of the tallies used in the Exchequer in the medievd chapter of 
the administrative history of the Kingdom of England; and alM that 
many prc-dvilizational societies, and some of those in process of civiliza¬ 
tion, ^ve done without any system of ph3rsical mnemonics—written, 
painted, or inscribed characters, knotted cords, notched stidts, or what 
not—and have relied on the human memory. ^Vhen the use of the 

» In Society, No. 13 (1949), pp. 118-35. . 

* Han*on asserts that I have not even mentioned, let alone deaenbed, any of the 
things that he mentions in this passage. Actually, I have ^nt two pagea (i. 189-vi) on 
discussing whether the division of labour provides a criterion for distinguishing between 
civilisationa and pre-civUizational societtes, and have come to the conclusion (for the 
reason here recalled) that it does not. 

s In Tha Naar Eatt end the Foundatiem of Civilisation, p. a. 

* P. Bsgby. op. etc., p. 184. 
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memory is not made superfluous by visual mnemonic devices, it is 
capable of feats that seem extraordinary to people who have become 
accustomed to rely on visual forms of records. The extensive scriptures 
of Hinduism have been preserved and transmitted for centuries by 
memorization, as well as the long genealogies of Arab and Polynesian 
clans; and in the Islamic World a hafiz —^meaning a man who knows the 
Qur’an by heart*—is still a familiar figure. In once non-literate societies 
that have eventually acquired a script, there has often been a significant 
reluctance to use this for recording anything but prosaic business docu¬ 
ments. Law and poetry, secular as well as religious, have sometimes been 
handed down orally long after the means of committing this lore to 
writing have been at the disposal of the lore's traditional guardians. 

Bi^by proposes* that we should take our cue from the etymology of 
the word ’d^ization’ and should define civilization as ‘the kind of 
culture found in cities*. Aiyi he proposes to define ‘cities’ as being 
‘agglomerations of dwellings many (or, to be more precise, a majority) of 
whose inhabitants are not engaged in producing food'. Lewis Mumford, 
whose most brilliant work has b^n his study of the relation between the 
development of civilization and the development of urban life, has 
accused me,* perhaps justly, of ignoring the role that cities have played 
in history. In attaching importance to their role, Bagby is, I feel sure, 
on the right scent. One effect of the diange from rur^ to urban life will 
have been to break ‘the cake of custom’.* Even a city such as Jericho at 
its earliest hitherto disinterred level—a city that, by present-day stan¬ 
dards, was tiny—^will have had a revolutionary effect on the lives and 
outlook of the people w'ho left their previous homes and occupations in 
the countryside in order to settle there. The migration involved may 
have been one of no more than a few hours’ or a few minutes’ walk. Yet 
it will have detached the people who ventured to make it from an age-old 
social and cultural setting; it will have thrown them together with 
migrants from other villages and tribes; and it will have required them 
to master new, non-agricultural, ways of earning their living. This 
process of deracination will have facilitated the psychological and social 
revolution which, if a suggestion of mine is right, marks the transition, 
de facto, to civilization from the pre-civilization^ phase of culture. It will 
have provided the conditions under which the majority of the partici¬ 
pants in the changing society reoriented their mimesis away flom the 
ancestors towards living leaders pointing towards new goals in the 
future. 

Bagby points out* that, while agricultural communities are a neces¬ 
sary part of every civilization, ‘their character is substantially altered by 
the fact that they have become culturally dependent on cities’.* Today 

* The Qur*in it loader than the Bible. > Ibid., pp. 163-3. 

> In Diogtrut, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), p. x6. 

* See i. 193, footnote i. * Op. cit., p. 163. 

* The same wint ^ been made m more circumetantial tenna by R. Redfield inTAe 
Priinitxvi World and its T^an^ormaliont. There were no petaanta before the fiiat citiea. 
And thoee surviving primitive peoplea who do not Uve in terma of the city are not 
peasaati’ (p. 31). The peasantry u linked to the ckiea by money tnnaacdona (pp. 31-33). 
The peasant knows btmaelf a* part of ■ moral world in which the city u aUo in¬ 
cluded' (p. 38). 
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we are fast approaching a state of affairs in which the food-producers 
will have shrunk in numbers to being only a minority—and this a small 
one—of the World’s population, and in which they too will be urban in 
spirit. But even the earliest and the smallest cities must have exerted a 
potent transforming influence on an agricultural population that, in their 
day, was still in an overwhelming numerical majority. H. Frankfort 
notes* that, in the Sumeric and Hellenic worlds, and in the Western 
World, too, until a recent date, the present-day Western amtrast between 
town and country was non-existent, and that the townsmen worked in 
the fields—at least at harvest-time—as well as at their urban crafts.* But 
this does not invalidate Bagby’s point; and Frankfort himself points out* 
that, in the cities of Sumer and Akkad, as in those of the Hellenic World 
and the medieval West (above all, in medieval Italy), ‘the physical exis¬ 
tence of the city is but an outward sign of close communal affinities 
which dominate the life of every dweller within the walls. The city sets 
its citizens apart from the other iid:^bitants of the land. It determines 
their relations with the outside world. It produces an intensified self- 
consciousness in its burghers.’ 

Bagby’s definition thus comes near to hitting the mark. Yet it will 
not quite serve. Nor will V. G. Childe’s coinage of the phrase ‘the 
Urban Revolution’ (on the analogy of ‘the Industrial Revolution’) as a 
synonym for the emergence of the species of culture known as ‘civiliza¬ 
tion’.* There have been city-less societies that have nevertheless been in 
process of civilization. In Ac Mayan province of the Middle American 
World, for instance, Ae imposing conglomerations of temples and oAer 
public buildings arc held by at least one—and Ais perhaps the pre¬ 
dominant—school of present-day archaeologists to have been cere¬ 
monial centres only, wiA no permanent ir^bitants except a small 
number of priests and rulers and Aeir immediate attendants. It is still 
more to Ae point that ‘in Egypt Ae great change did not lead to a con¬ 
centration of social activity in urban centres. It is true that Acre were 
cities in Egypt; but, wiA Ae single exception of Ae capital, Aesc were 
no more th^ market towns for Ac countryside.'* Nomadic culture, 
2^in, would be a case of civilization wiAout cities, if I am right in 
reckoning this among Ae civilizations—Aough it is true, I believe, that, 
on Ae economic plane, Acre has always been a symbiosis between Ae 
Nomadic societies and one or oAer of Ae sedentiy societies that have 
possessed boA cities and agriculture. Both Aese instances of city-less 
civilizations arc perhaps controversial. NcverAeless, Aey surest Aat 
Ae definition of civilization as being ‘Ae kind of culture round in 
cities’ is not quite exact. Bagby is, no doubt, right, as far as he goes, in 

< In Th* Rist Cxvilixation m th* Utar East, pp. 57-5S. 

* In Southern Italy end Sicily in 1959, there were atiU Urk^ e^omentions of dwellings 
most of whose inhsbiunts were ennged in producing food—in msny cases from fields 
that, according to a motorized wWtemer’s stsnds^s of wtlking. were fantastically 
distant from the place where the people who cultivated them passed the night. These 
pscudo'Cidea were agricultural counterparts of the ‘donnitory towns’ that surrotinded 
the contemporary WMtem hives of business and industry. 

3 In op. ch., p. 51. 

* See H. Frankfort’s criticism of Childe’s phrase in op. crt., pp. S7“58 *nd p. 57. 

foottKite 2. * Fiankiort, op. cit., p. 03. 
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his observation* that it is ‘freedom from the need of directly producing 
their own food which presumably enables the inhabitants of cities to 
devote all their time to specialization, and so to complicate their culture’. 
But we have, I believe, to go farther, and to equate civilization with a 
state of society in which there is a minority of the population, however 
small, that is free from the task, not merely of producing food, but of 
engaging in any other of the economic activities—e.g. industry and 
trade—that have to be carried on to keep the life of the society going 
on the material plane at the civilizational level. 

‘So important ... is surplus and its effects on society that a striking 
convergence may be found between the peaks of civilization and peaks of 
economic well-being.... Without surplus, members of a society have no 
time for contemplation, experimentation, or the exchange of ideas—the very 
well-springs of change—and tend to remain in a static condition.’* 

These non-economic specialists—professional soldiers, administrators, 
and perhaps, above all, priests—have certainly been city-dwellers in the 
cases of most of the civilizations known to us.^ But the Maya priesthood, 
with its advanced astronomical knowledge and its complicated calen- 
drical technique, may have been an instance of a body of non-economic 
specialists in a non-urban social milieu. On this view, civilization would 
have originated in the emergence, not of cities, but of economic in¬ 
equality and the division of society into classes—two of the factors in 
Hanson’s list. 

If this is the correct diagnosis, it is a tragic one; for it means that 
civilization will have originated in social injustice, and that, as far as wc 
know, it could not have come into existence in any other way. Social 
injustice has been one of the two specific diseases of civilization since the 
earliest ^te to which our surviving records of it go back. Its other 
specific disease has been war. In our own day, civilization has reached a 
orisis as a result of the unprecedented advance of technology in the 
Western World in recent times. Used for constructive purposes, 
technology has now, for the first time since civilization began, opened 
up a prospect of our beii^ able soon to provide the whole of mankind 
with the amenities of civilmtion, which, hitherto, have been the mono¬ 
poly of a small minority. Used for destructive purposes, it has now also 
opened up the unprecedented prospect of our being able soon to wipe 
mankind, and perhaps all other extant forms of life, off the face of the 
Earth. This pair of alternative prospects suggests that civilization has 
now arrived at a fateful parting of ^e ways. If we are not now to let 
civilization become an instrument in our hands for its own destruction 
—and perhaps for our destruction too—we shall have to abolish the 
institution of war and to achieve a radical reform of social injustice. And 
either of these tasks, by itself, would be a gigantic one. 

> Op. dt., p. x 63. 

a Social Science Research OyuncQ's Committee on Hutoriogrephy’s Report (1954), 

> I^edfield, in Tht Primitivt World tmd its Tran^ormations, equates civilization with 
the rise of dries (p. ix) on the ground that it was in the dries that 'the administrative 
£Ute’, ‘the literate priest', and 'the specialized artisan' made thdr first appearance 
(p. 30). 
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Mankind’s present situation raises the question what the goal of 
civilization is, and the further question whether or not civilization can be 
reformed and salvaged by drawing solely on the resources of this par¬ 
ticular species of culture. On the first of these questions, 1 agree with 
H. Frankfort^ in rejecting the view that ‘such changes as an increase in 
food-production or technolo^cal advances (both, truly enough, co¬ 
incidental with the rise of civilization) . . . explain how civilization 
became possible’. A. N. Whitehead surely hits the truth in a passage,^ 
quoted by Frankfort in this context, in which he declares that 

‘in each age of the World distinguished by high activity, there will be 
found at its culmination, and among the agencies leading to that culmina¬ 
tion, some profound cosmological outlook, implicitly accepted, impressing 
its own type on the current springs of action.’ 

Christopher Dawson is making the same point when he says that 
‘behind every civilization there is a vision’.^ On this view, to which I 
adhere, the presence in a society of a minority liberated from economic 
activities is an identification-mark of civilization rather than a definition 
of it. Following Whitehead’s lead, I should define civilization in spiritual 
terms. Perhaps it might be defined as an endeavour to create a state of 
society in which the whole of mankind will be able to live together in 
harmony, as members of a single all-inclusive fomily. This is, I believe, 
the goal at which all civilizations so far known have been aiming uncon¬ 
sciously, if not consciously. 

The second question—^whether civilization can save itself solely out 
of its own resources—is a controversial one; and, on this issue, my 
considered answer is in the negative. I believe that civilization can be 
saved only by drawing on the resources of the higher religions as well 
as on those of civilization itself. I believe that human beings can save 
civilization by thus rising above it, but I do not believe that, if they do 
turn again for help to ^e higher religions, this is bound to secure a 
future for civilization or for religion or for the human race. I believe 
that, now and always, the future is open for human beings, and that it 
lies at least partly in our own hands to make of it what we choose. 

Hourani is right in finding* that, in the first six volumes of this book, 
there arc two different answers to the question: What is the goal of 
human endeavours ? ‘On the one hand, “civilization” is seen as ultimate.’ 
On the other hand, ‘all growth in civilization is eqiiated with progress 
towards sainthood’. The second of these two answers of mine is, in 
effect, the declaration of a belief that the goal of human endeavours, 
which is being aimed at in the particular endeavour that we call ‘civiliza¬ 
tion’, is something beyond and above civilization itself. This second 
answer is my considered answer, and further consideration has not led 
me to change it. 

I la Th 4 Bist of Civilization tn th« Ntar Bast, pp. 7-8. 

> A. N. Whitehetd: Advmturt* in Idtat (Cambnd^ University Press), pp. 13 
end 14. 

t Tiu Dynamics of World History, p. 41. 

* In The Dubtin Beviete, val. asp, 5lo. 470 (December, 1953), PP. 384-5. 
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l6. SOCIETIES 

I use the words ‘societies’ in the plural and ‘a society* in the singular 
to mean particular historical exemplifications of the abstract idea 
‘society’ which has been examined above. The relation of ‘societies’ or 
‘a society* to ‘society* is the relation of one or more representatives of a 
class of phenomena to the class that it represents. 

Since I use the word society to mean the total network of relations 
between human beings, I use the words ‘societies’ and ‘a society* to 
denote particular networks that can be analysed as being combinations 
of a number of institutions that are their components, but which cannot 
be identified as being, themselves, components of any more compre» 
hensive network. If one defines societies in these terms, one finds that 
there are several kinds of them. In other words, one finds that the 
genus ‘society’ consists of several species. There are, for instance, pre- 
civilizational societies, societies in process of civilization, and societies 
that are embodiments of higher religions. The pre-dvilizational societies, 
again, fall into a number-of different sub>classes: Lower Palaeolithic, 
Upper Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, Neolithic, Chalcolithic. The last three 
of ^ese sub-classes, or at any rate the last two, have more in common 
with civilizations than they have with their Palaeolithic predecessors. 

Societies of all these different species of the genus have in common the 
generic characteristic that they are not identi^ble as being components 
of any network of relations between human beings that is more com¬ 
prehensive than these societies themselves. It is true that some of the 
higher religions are professed by participants in two or more civilizations 
of the third generation. But tlus does not mean that these civilizations 
are parts of those churches. We have seen' that the appearance of the 
higher religions on the scene has brought with it a fission of the previous 
unity of culture in the form of a separation between ‘church* and ‘state*. 
In consequence, since that time there have been in existence, side by 
side, societies of two species—higher religions and civilizations—con¬ 
sisting of networks of relations that are specifically different in nature 
and pattern; and the networks of either kind are not components of 
other networks, either of the second kind or of any different kind. 

Though, according to my definition, societies are systems of relations 
that are not components of other societies, they are not, in my view, 
Leibnizian monads. All societies exert a constant reciprocal influence on 
each other. The extant representatives of the species are being infiuenced, 
in different degrees, not only by all their survivii^ contemporaries but 
also by the legacies of all societies that have come and gone up to date. 

Every social network is the carrier of a culture, and it is impossible 
in practice to study a society and its culture apart from each o^er. 

17. COMMUNITIES 

I use the words ‘communities’ in the plural and 'a community’ in the 
singular to mean a network of relations which—in contrast to the net¬ 
works that I call ‘societies *—are components of some more comprehen- 

* On pp. 76-85. 
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sive network in the shape of a society. A community is like a society in 
being a combination of a number of component institutions, but a com¬ 
munity’s set of institutions will not be identical with its society's set. 
If it were, it would not be possible to distinguish the community as 
being a recognizable sub-network within the society. Participants in a 
community may have a distinctive religion, language, state, or other 
institution that is not shared with them by other participants in the 
same society. For example, the English people are a community within 
the Western Society; but other Westerners are not natives of the King¬ 
dom of England, do not have the English Episcopalian Church as the 
established church in their respective states, and do not speak the cis- 
Tweed cis-marine dialects of English. Conversely, a society may have 
distinctive institutions that are not contained in the network of any of 
its component communities. In the Hellenic World, for example, the 
Olympian pantheon, the Homeric epic, the Delphic oracle, and the 
four Panhellenic festivals were institutions that meant much to every 
Hellene, but he partook in them in virtue of being a participant in 
the Hellenic Society. They were not the institutions of any particular 
Hellenic city-state, and a Hellene could not partake in them if he chose 
—or was constrained—to confine his activities within the bounds of his 
own community. At a certain stage of Hellenic history Lacedaemonian 
men (not women) were debarred, by a standing order of the Lacedae¬ 
monian Government, from competing at the Panhellenic festivals. In 
imposing this prohibition on its citizens, this government was de¬ 
liberately seeking to cut off their relations with non-Lacedaemonian 
Hellenes and, whether consciously or not, was turning Lacedaemon 
into a separate society, outside the Hellenic pale. 

Communities and societies are not distinguished from each other by 
being networks of relations of different kinds. For instance, it would not 
be true to say that the relations constituting a community are political, 
and those constituting a society non-politi^. This point can be illus¬ 
trated from the history of the Hellenic World. Before the establishment 
of an Hellenic world-state by the Romans, the communities within the 
Hellenic Society were sovereign city-states, confederacies, and king¬ 
doms (i.e. political entities of various t3rpc3>, while the institutions in 
which the Hellenic Society itself was embodied were non-political 
(some of them religious, some literary, some athletic). On the other 
hand, after the establishment of the world-state, the situation was re¬ 
versed. The Hellenic Society, as such, now had a political embodiment 
in die shape of the Roman Empire, while the distinctive institutions of 
the Hellenic Society’s component local communities were now non¬ 
political (e.g. cults, shrines, dialects). Moreover, at this stage of Hellenic 
history, the most characteristic and significant communities in the 
Hellenic World were so far from being even the ghosts of once sovereign 
independent states that they had no piece of territory of their own in 
which the participants in ^em were in a local majority. They were 
religious denominations—the Jewish, Christian, Mithraic, Isiac, and 
others—^whose adherents were scattered over the Hellenic World and 
were everywhere locally in a minority. 
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Some word is needed to denote what I mean by ‘communities’. But 
I confess that my definition of both ‘communities’ and 'societies' is 
arbitrary. Every definition of them is and must be. The popular usage 
of both words is vague, yet at the same time it is almost impossible to 
avoid conscripting and regimenting both words for use as more precise 
instruments if one is trying to make a systematic study of human 
affairs. In most uszges, popiUar or technical, the word ‘societies’ seems 
to stand for larger and looser networks, and ‘communities’ to stand for 
smaller and tighter networks. K. W. Deutsch, for instance, who is 
thinking in terms of the technology of man-made communications- 
networks and of the associated science of cybernetics, defines a society, 
for his purpose, as ‘a group of persons who “have learnt to work to¬ 
gether”’, and a community as ‘a group of persons united by their 
ability to exchange information’.* 

l8. CIVILIZATIONS 

I use the word ‘civilizations’ in the plural and ‘a civilization’ in the 
singular to mean particular historical exemplifications of the abstract 
idea ‘civilization’ which has been examined above. The relation of 
‘civilizations’ or 'a civilization’ to ‘civilization’ is the relation of one or 
more representatives of a class of phenomena to the class that it repre¬ 
sents. The class represented by civilizations is one species of the genus 
‘culture’.* Every civilization is carried on the network of a society, and it 
is impossible in practice to study a civilization and its society apart from 
each other. 

Before examining criticisms of my definitions of what I mean by a 
civilization, we must consider the thesis, put forward by several of my 
critics, that there is not, and never has been, more ^an one single 
representative of this cla^ of culture and society. An uncompromising 
d^aration of the unity of civilization, not merely as an abstract con¬ 
cept but also as a <x>ncrete phenomenon, has b^n made by a Com¬ 
munist critic, B. Bykhovsky.* 

‘Professor Toynbee’s philosophy of history . . . discountenances the 
idea of an integral world hismry. As against die unity and historical con¬ 
tinuity of dviliution, Toynbee sets up a scheme of numerous segregated 
dvilhations, each of which bears throughout the whole cycle of its de¬ 
velopment ^e impress of specific and immutable characteristica. From 
this viewpoint the integral and natural process of development of uni¬ 
versal history breaks down into separate and discrete parts, and historical 
sdence becomes the comparative history of different and distinct dviliza- 
tions.’ 

< PhilotoAJQt of Seitnu, vol. tS. No. 3 P* M 3 - I* ''viU be nodced that 

Deutach, like Hobbes and B^by, thinks of societies and communities as being com¬ 
posed of persons, not of relations between persons. On this rather crucial point, they all 
go wrOM, I believe. 

* G. R. Willey and P. Phillips use the word 'cultures’ to describe the mtxiraum units, 
according to their system of dassiScadon, up to the New-World Formative stage in¬ 
clusive, and reserve the word ‘civilizadons’ for the maximum units in their Classic and 
Poetclassic stages {Mtthod <md Thtory in Atnerieen Arehatol^ (tVSS), P* 4^)- 

1 In Now JiMtt, rath November, 1947, p. ay. 
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The same point has been made, with greater discrimination, by a 
liberal critic, F. S. Marvin,* 

‘There is a unity in civilization as well as different types of civilization; 
and, from the point of view of both philosophy and religion, it is still more 
important to seek the unifying than the dktinctive features.* 

In this context, Marvin notes that 

‘much in this whole discussion is purely verbal. We may speak of as many 
distinctive civilizations as wc please, so long as we m^e clear what our 
dividing canons are and so long as they can be consistently maintained.* 

The notions of ‘distinctiveness’ and ‘unity’ are, indeed, relative in their 
application to human affairs. Every human being now alive has links, 
however tenuous, not only with every one of his contemporaries but 
also with every other human beii^ that has ever lived. In this sense 
human history is one single seamless web, and any dissection of it is an 
arbitrary misrepresentation of Reality. The unity and continuity of 
civilization as a concrete historical phenomenon are roost apparent on the 
technological and scientific planes.* Yet, even on ^csc planes, there has 
never, as far as our knowledge reaches back, been a simultaneous ad¬ 
vance of the whole human race all over the World. Both the two great 
technological and economic revolutions up to date have been made ^ a 
small minority of the human race in a particular limited area. The 
Neolithic Revolution was made on the outer rim of ‘the Fertile Crescent’ 
in South-West Asia; the Industrial Revolution was made in Great 
Britain. The achievements of these two revolutions have been spreading 
from their places of origin to other parts of the World; but even the 
Neolithic Revolution has not yet reached the whole human race. There 
are still some food-gatherir^ communities extant today, some ten or 
twelve thousand years later than the date of the earliest of the Neolithic 
strata so far unearthed at Jericho. 

Moreover, even if we hold, as Marvin holds,* that, in human affairs, 
the identities are more fundamental than the differences, it is, as he 
judiciously concedes, ‘always instructive to discover, and to attempt to 
explain, differences*. The question is really a practical one. Does the 
study of the phenomenon of civilization in its unitary aspect throw more 
light on this phenomenon than the study of it in its multiple aspect ? 
In practice we arc compelled, as wc have already found,^ by the multipli¬ 
city of the manifestations of a theoretically unitary phenomenon to break 
it up mentally into a number of simultaneous and parallel streams of 
events, and to reunify these by resorting to the comparative method of 
study that Bykhovsl^ deprecates. For heuristic purposes, at any rate, 
wc have to think in terms of ‘civilizations’ in the plural; but, if wc do 
use ‘civilizations’ as an indispensable piece of intellectual apparatus, 
this imposes on us, as Marvin points out, an obligation to give a tenable 
definition or definitions of what wc mean by ‘a civilization’. 

< In Th» Hibbert youmoJ, July, 1935, p. 633. 

> This point is made by K. D. Eramann in ArehhfOr Kultur^ttcMekU, xxxiii. Band, 
Heft 2 (1951), p. 440. 9 See loc. cit. * See pp. 163-8. 
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Some critics have asserted, mistakenly, that 1 have not tried to define 
what 1 mean by a civilization.* Granville Hicks raises the question 
whether a civilization can be defined with enough precision to make the 
concept useful.* Other critics* have noted that, in previous volumes of 
this book, I have given several definitions of what I mean by a civiliza¬ 
tion. I have defin^ it as being ‘an intelligible field of study’; as being 
the common ground between the respective individual fields of action 
of a number of different people; and as being a representative of a parti¬ 
cular species of society. So far as 1 can see, these definitions are com¬ 
patible with each other, and something essential would be missing if any 
of them were left out. 

The first of these definitions is, of course, put in subjective terms. Its 
approach to the definition of a civilization is epistemological. The other 
two definitions arc objective. They are attempts to describe the reality 
that the inquirer's mind believes (and believes correctly, in my view) 
that it has apprehended in the phenomena. Ideally, any definition that 
we make of anything whatsoever ought to be made in this dual form, 
considering that the duality of subject and object, and the problem 
of what the true relation between them is, are inherent in all thinking. 
Anyway, it cannot be wrong to do this; and one would surely be remiss 
if one did not do it when one is trying to define something that is a 
key idea in one’s particular field of study, as the idea of 'a civilization’ 
is in my study of history. 

M. Watnick finds* that my definition of a civilization as being ‘an 
intelligible field of study’ is ‘completely lacking in operational utUity*, 
because I do not say when a field is intelligible and what makes it so. 
He calls this definition‘a jejune and imenlightening tautology. A society, 
as he interprets my train of thought, becomes an intelhgible field in 
virtue of being a society. O. HandUn, too, finds thb definition ‘circular 
and tautologi^’.* These criticisms might perhaps have hit the mark 
if I had propounded this definition of mine m vacuo. Actually, I arrived 
at it* by way of an inquiry in terms that were concrete and also, I think, 
practical. 

I started—^reasonably, I should say—by looking at ‘what is the usual 
field of vision of contemporary Western historians’. I found this— 
correctly, I should say—to be ‘some national state’. I then asked myself 
whether a national state was an intelligible field of study in isolation. 
As a test case I took Great Britain, on the ground that this national state, 
if any, ought to be an intelligible field in isolation in virtue of its insu¬ 
larity, and that, if Great Britain proved not to meet the test, it would 
seem unlikely that any other national state would meet it. Running 
through the principal chapters of Great Britain’s, and her principal 
constituent, England’s, history, I found that none of these episodes 

‘ Chr. HQl in TfuModtm Quantrly, AMtasno, 1947, p. 293; M. A. ^mimooa in 

Tkt RtvutD cf Politics, October, 1957, pp. 544-S3’ 

* The Neie Leader, i8th Octob e r , 1954, p. Z2. 

* e.g. R. T. Clark in The Nineteenth Century arui After, vol. exxx, No. 777 (X941), 
p. 297;!/. Mumford in i>toj'en». No. 13 (Spring, 1936), p. 14; P. A. Sorokin in Toynbee 

and History, pp. 1^80. 

* In The Antiocn Jtevieto, No. 7 (Winter, X947-S), pp. 587-602. 

i The Partitan Jtevieto, July-Aupitt, X947, pp. 37X-9. 


® In i. 17-50. 
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were intelligible if one tried to limit one’s historical horizon to the 
shores of this island. At the same time, in expanding my field of vision 
outwards in space and backwards in time, I found myself, in both 
dimensions, eventually reaching limits beyond which, on the criterion of 
intelligibility, this expansion of the field began to bring in diminishing 
returns. This line gave me the boundary of the field of vision within 
which the intelligibility of the history of one national state. Great 
Britain, was at its maximum. I found that this spatio-temporal field 
included the histories of all the present-day Roman Catholic and Pro¬ 
testant Christian nations back to the origins of the Christian Church 
among the ‘internal proletariat’ of a society that, at the time when 
Christianity made its first appearance, w'as embodied politically in the 
Roman Empire. Looking next for the origins of this proletariat, I 
traced these back, provisionally, as far as the hlannibalic War. Looking 
for a name for this field of study within which the study of the history of 
Great Britain seemed to be at its maximum of intelligibility, I found ^at 
the most informing label for it would be ‘Western Christendom’ or simply 
‘the West’ when one came to consider the latest chapter in its history. 
While including the Catholic and Protestant—or ex-Catholic and ex- 
Protestant—nations, it did not include the Eastern Orthodox Christians 
or the Muslims or any other societies to the east of these. Within this 
line, the network of relations was so closely knit that the histories of 
Great Britain, France, the United States, and the other Western 
Christian or ex-Christian national states were intelligible if studied 
synoptically but not intelligible if one tried to study each of them in 
isolation. Outside the same line. Eastern Orthodox Christian history and 
Islamic history had followed different courses. This pointed to the like¬ 
lihood that there were at least two living societies of the same species 
as the Western Society, as well as at least one no longer extant society— 
namely the Graeco-Roman or Hellenic, among whose proletariat 
Christianity had made its first appearance. 

On reconsideration, I still do not think that this intellectual operation 
of mine was an argument in a circle, or that it was not of any use for the 
purpose of increasing one’s understanding of history. As an ‘heuristic’ 
reconnaissance, I think it was both legitimate and rewarding. It led to 
the identification of a unit of study—societies of this species that I call 
civilizations—^which, in my belief, is a more practical tool for the study 
of human affairs during the last five thousand years than national states of 
the Western type seem to me to be. While I was growi^ up, a firm 
of British publishers, Fisher Unwin, was bringing out a scries of volumes 
under the general title of ‘the Story of the Nations’. Many of these 
volumes were excellent pieces of work. Several of them had, inciden¬ 
tally, a great and lasting influence on me, in helping me to enlarge my 
historical outlook. All same, I think ‘the Story of the Civiliza¬ 
tions’ would have been a better series for Fisher Unwin’s purpose of 
giving a comprehensive account of the latest phase of the history of 
mankind. 

This is my case for holding that civilizations are ‘intelligible fields of 
study’. But, as my way of arriving at this conclusion shows, the word 
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‘intelligible’ has, for me, a connotation of relativity. A civilization is an 
intelligible field by comparison with its component commiinitics— 
nations, city-states, millets, castes, or whatever else these components 
may happen to be in different instances. In general, a larger unit of 
study is likely to be more intelligible than a smaller one, considering 
that nothing can be completely intelligible short of the sum total of 
Reality. This, however, cannot be intelligible either, because things arc 
intelligible o^y to minds, and, ex hypothesis there would be no mind, 
outside the sum total of Reality, to be the subject of this object. Accord¬ 
ingly, as I have noted in this volume from the first chapter onwards, the 
intelligibility of phenomena, on whatever scale, can never be more than 
partial and imperfect. 

This, again, indicates, from another angle, that a civilization is ‘an 
intelligible field of study’ in a relative sense only. In my process of 
identi^ing the Western Civilization, I was already finding that this w^as 
no completely self-contained Leibnizian monad. In the course of the 
reconnaissance in which I hit on it, I also hit on two other contemporary 
units of the same species—the Eastern Orthodox Christian and the 
Islamic—and on one extinct unit, the Hellenic, It was true that the 
network of external relations linking the civilizations with each other 
had proved to be significantly more tenuous than the network of internal 
relations between ^e participants in any one of them. Yet the prole¬ 
tariat among whom Christianity had made its appearance had been 
recruited from participants in more civilizations ^an one, and this 
indicated that trans-civilizational relations must be important. Thus, 
from the outset, I was committed to something more than a compara¬ 
tive study of the histories of civilizatiorts regarded as so many separate 
representatives of their species. I had also to study the encounters, in the 
two dimensions of time and space, between human beings who were 
participants in different civilizations. And I had to study the higher 
religions as a distinct species of society. For Christianity was an example 
of a higher religion that had broken out of the framework of one society, 
the Hellenic, and had broken down the barriers between this society 
and others, both contemporary with it and subsequent to it. These 
topics were set out in the plan of the book, printed at the beginnings of 
volumes i, iv, and vii, and they have all been dealt with—though, of 
course, not exhaustively and not adequately—in volumes i-x.^ 

< I therefore think that I do not deaerre Lwin Thomdike’a comment that it does not 
'seem quite conaiatent for such a doiiahty defender of intereationiilim to to seereatte 
civilixtdont in pirate compartmenta and almost deny Uie pottibiJity of any such thing 
as intercivilization' {T1uJ«umal Modem History, vol. vii, No. 3 (September, IQ3S)> 
pp. 315-17)- Studies of ^nterciviHzation’ occupy whole of volume viii and a lai^ 
part of vol. ix. It is true that Tbonidike was reviewing volt, i-w at a date when only 
these three had yet been published. Yet be might have looked at the plan on p. vi of 
vol. i before committing Kinuelf to hia anticipatory judgement. 

In hn review of the tame fine batch of daree volumes in The Bibhert Jotimal, July, 
*935. pp. 6aa-5. F. S. Mamn has, I should say, better warrant when he cnticiaea me for 
denying the unity of civilization in creating it aa a tpeciei represented by a number of 
different specimens. This is, of course, one of the niiugs that I do, and, poea Marvin, 

I ttOI believe that I am right in doing it. But I should agree that I should have been 
wrong if I bad limited my study to this, sikI had treated the separateness of the different 
civilizatioru as if it were, not relative, but absolute. 

K. D. Erdmann in Arefav/Sr Kulturgtsehiehte, xxxiii. Band, Heft z (1951), pp. 174- 
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So much for my subjective definition of what a civilization is. As for 
my two objective definitions of this, they seem to me to be not only 
compatible but complementary. The common groimd between a number 
of different people’s individu^ fields of action is an alternative phrase 
for describing what, in this chapter, I have called a network of relations 
between a number of human beings.* I have already made the point 
that relations between people, as well as the people who have these rela¬ 
tions with each other, are realities, though people and relations are not 
realities of the same order. And a realty means something that is 
apprehended by human minds as being a reality, and is therefore 
apprehended by them as being a representative of a class—the only 
mode in which human minds can apprehend anything. The class here 
in question is a species of the genus society, which 1 have defined^ 
as being the total network of relations between human beings. A 
specimen of this species will be a particular network that is not a com¬ 
ponent of any other network. A network of relations, being a pheno¬ 
menon in the time-dimension as well as in the space-dimension, will 
have phases. The civilizations whose histories are on record up to date 
are objective realities that have all bad geneses; most of them have also 
grown, over various periods of time, to variotjs extents; some of them 
have had breakdowns; and some of them have then gone through a 
process of disintegration ending in dissolution. 

In crediting civilizations with histories in a pattern of phases, I 
am not personifying them or conceiving of them in anthropomorphic 
terms.^ A non-human intelligible field of study—for instance, a crystal 
—can also be an objective reality that changes in a regular pattern of 
phases. But it is, of course, true t^t any concept of an entity, human or 
non-human, that appears to some particular mind to be a real, as well as 
an intelligible, field of study may be an hallucination or illusion of that 
particular mind. Our concepts are no more than working theories or 
hypotheses so long as we have not tested them adequately by applying 
them to the phenomena and ascertaining whether they do or do not 
fit.-* Till we feel sure that they have satisfied this test, we have no warrant 
for assuming that there are objective realities corresponding to them. 

150, and C. Trinkaut in ScUnct and Soatty, vol. xii, No. x (194$). pp. 3x8-39, criticize 
me. in particular, for exi^eratinK the degree of the separateness of the Western Civiliza¬ 
tion from the Hdlenic. fmay perhaps have underestimated the closeness of the network 
of relations between them, but I have not ignored it. As early in this Study as i. 44 I 
coined the phrase apparentation-and-affiliatton to describe the relstion in which th^e 
two civilizations, and several other pain, seemed to me to stand to each other. On re¬ 
consideration, I find myself still bolding that the Western, Orthodox Christiao, and 
Islamic civilizations are distinct representatives of the species and not just later phases 
of the older civilizations to which, m my view, they are ‘affiliated’. On tne other l^d, I 
am convinced by Erdmann’s and Trinkaus’ thesis of continuitv in the cases of the 
history of civilization in the Tigtia-Euphrates baatn, India, and China; and accordingly 
I have struck my supposed Babylonic, Hindu, and Par Eastern (main body) civiUzations 
out of xny list. My Mexic and Yucstec civilizstions, too, have been abolished by the 
proness of archaeological discovery. For these changes in my list of civilizattoos, see 
nirther pp. 549-Si. 

t H. Werner, however, finds that I have no insight into what it is that bolds a civiliza¬ 
tion together internally (Deutsche Viert^ahrsuhrift fUr Lifareturwiuemehaft und 
Geistetgesehichu, 39. jfahrgang, xxix. Band (X935), p. 543). 

» On p. 27X. 

* See p.- 45, with footnote 3. 

♦ See pp. 43-45- 
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Does my concept ‘civilizations*, as I have defined it, have realities 
corresponding to it or not ? 

This has been denied by P. A. Sorokin in a critique of the first six 
volumes of this book. Toynbee assumes, Sorokin writes,* that his 
'civilizations’ are ‘a real system and not mere congeries or conglomera¬ 
tions of various cultural (or dvilizational) phenomena and objects 
adjacent in space or time but devoid of any causal or meaningful ties’. 
This account of my view, which Sorokin supports by a quotation and 
by further references, is correct except in one important point. I believe, 
and have repeatedly declared my belief, that the ties between the dif¬ 
ferent relational strands in the network of a civilization are ‘meaningful’, 
but I do not believe that they are causal, because I believe that human 
relations take the form of free responses to challenges, not the form of 
inevitable effects of causes. Subject to this vital reservation,‘ I acknow¬ 
ledge that the rest of Sorokin’s account of my assumption is correct. 
Sorokin then asks whether this assumption is valid, and answers his 
question emphatically in the negative. 

'His “civilizations” are not united systems but mere conglomerations of 
various civilizational objects and phenomena (congeries of systems and 
singular cultural traits) united only by spatial adjacency but not by causal 
or meaningful bonds. For this reason, they are not real “species of 
society”^erefore they can hardly be treated as unities and can hardly 
have any uniformities in their genesis, growth, and decline. These con¬ 
cepts cannot even be applied to the congeries, because congeries do not 
and cannot grow or decline. Like the components of a dumping place, 
they can only be re-anranged, added to, or subtracted from.... The total 
civilization of even the smallest possible civilizational area—that of a 
single individual—is but a coexistence of several and different systems and 
congeries unrelated with one another in any way except spatial adjacency 
in a biological organism.*^ 'The Spenglerian-Toynbee ascription of some 
specific perennial tendency to this or that civilization, regardless of the 
period of its history, is misleading and inaccitrate.’* 

As far as I can make out from these passages, Sorokin does not, after 
all, differ from me in principle, since he seems to hold that there are 
some genuine congeries of ‘systems’, as well as congeries of single 
cultural traits. Wlut he is disputing so vigorously is the reality of 
systems of relations of a particular species—the species that I call 
civilizations and in whose reality I believe. This dispute is not just a 
duel between Sorokin and me. Sorokin frankly acknowledges^ that my 

^ In Toynb«« and Hittory, p. 180. 

* Sorokin’s misttken imnessioo that I think of the interconnexions between die 
different elements in a civuiaation as being causal has led him (ibid., pp. tSo-t) to 
suppose that I myself have refuted my own bwef that civilizations are systems by demon¬ 
strating that two of the components of a oviliatton, technique and economy, ’are 
causally unrelated to the rest of the ‘’whole’”. Sorokin would indeed have caught me 
out here if I were a determinist who hdd that the system in a civilization was a system 
of causes and effects. My actual belief is that it is a system of chsUenges and responses 
and that it is therefore one in which there is some frM play and some possii^ty of 
ebaojR. 

i Sorokin means, 1 think, ’not specimens of a real species of society’. A particular 
civilization cannot, itself, be a species. 

* Sorokin in loc. dt., pp. iSc^i. Cp. p. z8a. 

i Ibid., p. x86. 


^ Ibid., p. 180. 
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position is that of the ‘so-called “functional anthropologists’”. A 
belief that the concept of a culture corresponds to a significant and im¬ 
portant reality seems, in fact, to be prevalent among present-day 
anthropologists. ‘A civilization’ is a representative of one species of 
culture; and most modern Western historians who deal with the history 
of Man in process of civilization seem to take the reality of at least some 
civilizations for grantedfor instance, their own Western Civilization 
and the Graeco-Roman (in my terminology, ‘Hellenic’) Civilization at 
any rate. Indeed, most Westerners today are up in arms for the defence 
of 'the values of Western Civilization’ against threats from a traditional 
enemy, ‘Oriental despotism’, and a new enemy, ‘Communism’, to 
which the Western Ci\^ization is exposed in their opinion. This militant 
expression of what is certainly a genuine anxiety surely implies a belief 
that the Western Civilization is a reality, and that there are alternative 
realities of the same order which are presumably real since they are felt 
to be menacing. 

Of course, even if the validity of an hypothesis has been verified, up 
to the hilt, by the test of a thorough application of it to the phenomena, 
it is improbable that its validity will not be subject to any limitations. 
Kroeber notes,^ with characteristic good sense, that ‘a culture is always, 
so far as we can judge, highly composite in the origin of its constituent 
materials’. He compares cultures to ecological aggregates.^ And he 
points out* that, while cultures tend towards integration, they never 
achieve total integration, and that ‘there is almost nothing in culture to 
correspond to . . . organic repetitiveness’. Albright, too, suggests’ that 
‘a culture represents an empirico-adaptive system’ and that ‘inner 
bonds are, in general, quite secondary’. But this recognition that the 
interdependence of the different elements in a culture is not absolute 
and unqualified is a decidedly different position froth Sorokin’s uncom¬ 
promising denial of any interdependence between them whatsoever (a 
denial that is compromised, nevertheless, by his admission that some 
of the components of the ‘congeries’ are ‘systems’). 

If Sorolan’s thesis were right, it would prove that not only civiliza¬ 
tions, but all institutions of all kinds, were figments of other people’s 
imaginations that had nothing corresponding to them in reality. This 
would follow because the reality of institutions, if they arc real, is of one 
and the same order.* They exist in the psychic medium of human 
thoughts and feelings and wills. I can see no rational basis for the ap¬ 
parently rather common assumption that institutions which have an 

* In hU unpublished paper, Anderle comments as follows on Sorokin’s thesis that 
civilizations are not real unities. 'It is obviously a very arbitrary, controversial, and, 
above all, unproven, assertion; and to prove it in its negative form would be extremdy 
difficult. Sorokin’s duraptng>place theory is also not likely to win the approval of his¬ 
torians—at any rate, thoae of them who study whole cultures and their total aspects and 
who therefore presumably cannot refuse to ulce account of the overwhelming impression 
of compactness (GtschlosttnJmt), inner cohesion {Zutammmkanges), and consequen- 
tiality iO^olgeri^igkrit) which even the layman receives when he strolls through the 
galleries of the Egyptian, Chinese, and Graeco-Roman departments of s museum.' 

* In r/w Naturt Cidtur*, p. 93. 

s Ibid. * Op. cit.. p. 131. Cp. p. 148. 

* In From tht Sunu Age to Christutmty, and ed., p. 135. Cp. p. Z04. 

^ This point has been made already on pp. 333-3. 
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administrative structure arc realities but that those which do not have 
this feature are hallucinations. This assumption is made by, for instance, 
K. D. Erdmann.* The true units of history, he maintains, are not 
civilizations, but states, because states, he holds, arc *thc units in which 
an operative will crystallizes itsclfin institutional form’. H. J. Morgenthau 
likewise maintains^ that political and geographical units ‘lend themselves 
more readily to empirical verification’ than civilizations do, and there¬ 
fore, as be sees it, ‘it is not by accident that there has been a tendency 
for history to be written in terms of political and geographical units 
rather than of civilizations’. The same assumption seems to be made by 
Sir Ernest Barker when he labels civilizations ‘Brocken-spcctres’, while 
describing state-systems and religious organizations as being ‘definite 
and visible’.* 

Is not Barker here falling into the mistake—which he attributes to 
me on the next page—of coiuusing metaphors with arguments ? Was the 
Kingdom of Prussia or the Christian Church, for instance, really ever 
‘visible’ or ‘de^te’ in any sense in which these terms are not equally 
true of the Western Civilization or of Hellenism ? Surely neither Prussia 
nor the Church has ever been visible at any time. Prussia has been con¬ 
sistently invisible. Obviously it is invisible at the present time, when 
there is no longer a Prussian state to be displayed in symbolic lines and 
colours on a map; obviously, too, it was invisible in the year a.d. x, 
when no such state had yet been dreamed of; but it was also invisible 
during the reign of King Frederick the Great and during the chancellor¬ 
ship of Prince Bismarck. The Prussian state was more potent in Frederick’s 
and Bismarck’s generations than in others, but its p>otency was exer¬ 
cised in the invisible realm of psychic relations between the thoughts, 
feelings, and actions of human beings. The human beings labelled ‘I^g’ 
and ‘Chancellor’ were visible, <^itainly; but, notwi&standing Louis 
XIVs famous dictum, a ruler—even as absolute a one as any human 
being can be—can never be an incarnation of a state; his title does no 
more than make him a symbol, and his personality, however command¬ 
ing, can make him no more than the most prominent, and perhaps the 
most effective, among a vast number of persons whose relations with 
each other weave the pattern called, say, the Kingdom of Prussia. We 
can see the King, the Chancellor, the civil servants at their desks in 
government offices, the soldiers in uniform on parade-grounds or on 
battlefields; we can see the Bags displaying, in conventioi^ colours, the 
heraldic device that is the Kingdom’s emblem; we can see the posts and 
barriers, delimiting the frontiers, also painted in the Kingdom’s con- 
ventiond colours. But the one thing that we can never see is the King¬ 
dom itself. The same is true of the Church. We can never see the Churdi 
itself; we can see only its places of worship, its altars, crosses, and 
monstrances, its clerics in their vestments. We can, of course, feel its 
influence. The influence of a higher religion is more potent than that of 
any state has ever been, but a (lurch’s influence, like a state’s, is exer- 

> Iq Arckiv fCr Kult^uehichU, Tra'ii. Band, Heft z (1951), p. 2^ 

> In Tovtibu and History, p. X94, quoted already 00 p. 233. G. Caclin, ibid., p. 169. 

lugsetts mat culture* are entitie* of a different order from both eovemmenta ana 
human being*. I do not di*pute thia. > Toynboe ana History, p. 96. 
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cised in the invisible realm of psychic relations. It, too, is a network of 
relations between human beings. 

And what about the British and the American Constitution, which are 
respectively key-parts of the state-systems of the United Kingdom and 
the United States ? The British Constitution is invisible by definition, 
since it has been left unwritten. But has the American Constitution 
really been made visible in the c^cbrated document that has been duly 
drafted, agreed, enacted, and promulgated ? Are we seeing the Constitu¬ 
tion of the United States when we read in print the words of a text 
bearing that title ? No, this ‘written’ constitution is no more visible than 
the ‘unwritten’ one or than the United States of North America them¬ 
selves or than the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland. A constitution is not a series of ink marks on paper. These 
visible marks are merely a mnemonic device for recording an agreement 
between a number of human beings about the terms on which they are 
going to regulate their political relations with each other. The agreement, 
its terms, and the relations between people through which these terms 
are put into effect are invisible, all aldce. 

Civilizations are invisible, just as constitutions, states, and churches 
are, and this for just the same reasons. But civilizations, too, have mani¬ 
festations that are visible, like the Prussian state’s gold-crowned eagles 
and spiked helmets, and like the Christian Church’s crosses ^d sur¬ 
plices. Set side by side an Egyptiac, an Hellenic, and a prc-Renaissance* 
Western statue. It will be impossible to mistake which of these is the 
product of which school of sculptors. The distinctiveness of each of the 
three artistic styles is not only visible; it is definite—^more definite than 
any of Ae visible products or emblems of any church or state. By »- 
ploring the range, in space and time, of a civilization’s distinctive 
artistic style, one can ascertain the spatial and temporal bounds of the 
civilization iat this style expresses. As Kroeber points out,* an artistic 
style is a sensitive indicator of historical connexions. Within the ambit 
of any one civilization the various styles ‘tend towards a certain con¬ 
sistency among themselves’,* and ‘styles are the very incarnation of the 
dynamic forms taken by the history of civilization’.* Our ability, 
Kroeber adds, to locate an unassigned work of art to its place in a style 
sequence implies that the development of a style follows a one-way 
course. ‘A style is a strand in a culture. ... It is also a selective 
way. . . . Where compulsion or physical or physiological necessity 
reign, there is no room for style.’ In beiz^ selective, a style, as well 
as a state, is an expression of will.* Bagby, too, observes* that ‘the 
art-historians have shown that the styles of works of art are not abso¬ 
lutely indefinable’, and that ‘something of the same kind is done by 
the anthropologist and the culture historian. He, too, feels a common 

* The Western sutue must be pre-Rensissance if it« to be characteristic and chstinc- 

tive. It must antedate the Western reception, at ‘the’ Renaissance, of the He llen ic style 
of visual art. » In Stylt and Civilixations, pp. a-j and 155-0. 

> Thx Naturt of Cvlturt^ p. 402. 

* Ibid., p. 403. Cp. Anderle, in the paasaM quoted on p. 289, footnote i. 

s StyU and CiaiiUations, p. 150. Thus is die answer to Erdmann s wntention, 
on D 200 that states are the only kind of institutioQ in which the human will finds 
eznresai^. * In Cw/lwe and Hutory, p. 108. 
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flavour in the diverse features of a culture or a period; he too tries to 
point out the observable qualities which give rise to this feeling.’* 
Frankfort points out* that ‘we recogiuse ... the character of a civiliza¬ 
tion ... in a certain coherence among its various manifestations, a 
certain consistency in its orientation, a certain cultural “style” which 
shapes its politick and its judicial institutions, its art as well as its 
literature, its religion as well as its morals.’ He illustrates his |>oint by a 
masterly characterization* of the Sumero-Akkadian and Egyptiac 
civilizations, in which he brings out the fundamental features of each 
and the differences in their respective ways of pursuing the common 
endeavour of civilization. 

The visible works of art that reveal so much about their civilization 
are merely expressions of it. They are not the civilization itself. That 
remains invisible, like a church or a state. When the anthropologist 
or the cultural historian tries to analyse the observable qualities ^t 
have been his clues to the diagnosis of a culture, he analyses them, as 
Bagby notices,^ in terms of ideas and values. Invisibility is, indeed, a 
common characteristic of all forces that are potent in hiunan affairs. 
Even in the realm of non-human nature, over which Man has now estab¬ 
lished his mastery, invisible microbes and protons are more potent than 
visible lions and flashes of lightning. In the spiritual realm, where Man 
is not master, he has to cope wi^ an invisible network of relations 
between elements in his own psyche, and with another invisible network 
of relations between himself and his fellow human beings. And the most 
potent of the forces that move human souls is the spirit that blows like 
the incalculable wind whose passage is audible but invisible.* 

19. ‘fossils’ 

In the process of identifying systems of human relations of the kind 
that I have called ‘civilizations’, I found that the specimens of the 
species were not all of the same generation and not all even partially 
contemporaneous. For instance, ^e still extant Western Civilization 
has, in i& h^torical background, an extinct civilization, the Hellenic, 
to which the Western Civilization is related in a way that I have called 
‘afhliation’. I went on to identify other civilizations that are now extinct, 
as the Hellenic is. I identifled some of these by the procedure by which 
I had identified the Hellenic. I delved back into the origins of some 
extant civilization till I struck (so I believed) an earlier civilization, 
distinct from the extant one, though this was obviously affiliated to it. 
In two cases, however, I identifled an extinct civilization by a different 
clue in the present-day world. Instead of ascertaining the former exis¬ 
tence of an extinct civilization through the present existence of an 
extant civilization, I ascertained it, in a more direct way, through the 
present existence of what app^red to me to be extant relics of a civiliza¬ 
tion that, but for these, was extinct. ‘One set’ of extant communities— 
‘including the Monophysite Christians of Armenia, Mesopotamia, 

> Culhirt and History, pp. toS-9. 

* In Tho Rito pf Cimitaxion m tho Ntar East, p. 16. * Ibid., pp. 4^50. 

* In Culture and History, p. top. t John iu. 8. 
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Egypt, and Abyssinia and the Ncstorian Christians of Kurdistan and 
Malabar, as well as the Jews and the Parsecs’*—seemed to me to be 
relics of an otherwise extinct Syriac Civilization. ‘A second set—includ¬ 
ing the Lamaistic Mahayanian Buddhists of Tibet and Mongolia and 
the Hinayanian Buddhists of Ceylon, Burma and Siam,* as well as the 
Jains in India’*—seemed to me to be relics of an o^erwise extinct 
Indie Civilization. I may or may not have been right in my identifica¬ 
tions of the civilizations represented by these two sets of extant com¬ 
munities, but I do not think I was wrong in diagnosing these communities 
as being relics of something that is otherwise no longer in existence 
today. If the societies represented by these extant communities are not 
extinct civilizations, they are at any rate extinct phases of civilizations 
that are still extant in later forms.^ 

These extant communities that I have labelled ‘fossils’ interested me 
for the reaon that literal fossils interest palaeontologists. They seemed 
to me to be clues to something in the past which I was eager to redis¬ 
cover and reconstruct. I seized on as many of them as I could find, and 
used them for tracking down civilizations, or phases in the histories of 
civilizations, which did not seem to have any other representatives than 
these in the present-day world. The fact that my ‘fossils’ were not just 
isolated phenomena but presented themselves in sets and sub-sets 
seemed to me to enhance their value as evidence. In one set the Jews 
and the Parsees seemed to me to be relics of the Syriac Civilization as it 
had been developing before this development was interrupted by the 
intrusion of Hellenism on the Syriac World; the Nestorian and Mono- 
physite Christians seemed to be relies of the same Syriac Civilization 
as it was when it was reacting against the Hellenic Civilization’s ascen¬ 
dancy. The Hellenic Civilization intruded on India too, and the second 
set of ‘fossils’ seemed to fall into two sub-sets, like the first. The Jains 
and the Hinayanian Buddhists seemed to be relics of civilization in 
India as this had been developing before the intrusion of Hellenism. 
The Lamaistic Mahayanian Buddhists seemed to be relics of civiliza¬ 
tion in India as it was when it was reacting against Hellenism’s ascen¬ 
dancy there.* 

One Jewbh critic of my work, E. Berkovitz, has noted that, in my 
view of history, ‘fossils’ are apt to come in dusters. 

‘One of the charms of the Study is that it prevents Jews, as well as 
Judaism, from falling into the sin of vain conceit by imagming that there 

I i. 35. Cp. i. 51 and i. 90-92 .1 noted that the former Nestoriens of MaUber had now 
become Monophyaites. 

> Cambodia ought to have been included in the liat of countries in which the Hinayana 
is now practised. * i. 35. 

* As a result of the recoiuiderationa set out in the present volume, I now think that 
there is more continuity than discontinuity in the history of civiliaation in India since 
after the disappearance of the Indus Culture there, and that it is therefore truer to 
reality to treat this as the history of one single civilization, instead of treating it as the 
history of an ‘Indie’ Civilization followed by an affiliated ‘Hindu* Civilization. On the 
other hand, I find myadf confirmed in my previous view that there is a break of his¬ 
torical continuity between the now extinct oyriac Civilization and the still extant Islamic 
Civilization. Most of my critics seem to bold that this break is atill greater than I judge 
it to be. 

* This is a recapitulation of what has been set out more fully in i. 90-92. 
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could be anything uni que about either of them. In good and bad fortune, 
in their greatness as as in their fall, they have for their yoke>fellow$ of 
destiny the Parsees and Zoroastrianism.*’ 

This is a correct account of my view. I do see the Jews and the Parsecs 
as a pair of peoples who have had an identical experience and have 
reacted to it in an identical way. And I do see Judaism and Zoroastrian- 
ism as a pair of religions that are like each other in each being Janus¬ 
faced.* One face is turned outwards towards the whole of manj^d, for 
whom the religion has a message of universal significance and value. 
The other face is turned inwards towards the nation among whom this 
potentially universal religion originated. Paradoxically—so it seems to 
an observer from outside—the potentially universal religion has been 
turned by its original discoverers or recipients into an instrument for 
keeping alive their distinctive national consciousness as a peculiar people 
who deliberately hold themselves apart from the rest of mankind, 
though this costs them a constant effort of will and also exposes them to 
a constant threat of being severely penalized on this account.* Having 
lost not only their historic nation^ state but also their historic national 
home, and toding themselves scattered abroad as a minority in an alien 
world, both the Parsecs and the Jews have devised an alternative kind 
of social cement for holding their community together in these unusually 
difficult circumstances. They have elaborated the traditional rites and 
tightened up the traditional rules of their ancestral religions to a d^ee 
tlut has made these religions into effective iixstruments for accomplish¬ 
ing their adherents* secular social purpose.^ But the consequent host of 

< £. Berkoviez; Fossil or ForwuniT, footnote 31 on p. 149. See eUo Rabbi 

J. B. A|ua injud^sm, vel. ^ No. 4 (Pall, 2955), p. 320 . 

* Thia characteristic, whidi Minduisra sham with Zoroastrianism and Judaism to 
tome eoctent, has been noticed on pp. 85-58. 

> I ame with £. Berkovits that, in this sense, 'exile bes bees the highest form of 
acdvitni* (op. cic.. p. 123), and with M. Samuel that ‘the endurance of the Jewish people 
is a ceatinuout exertion of the will in the face of adversity’ (The Professor and the Fossil, 

! >. 182). As Berkovitz finely expresses it: ‘While the othm persecuted, the Jews chose’ 
op. dt., loc. cit). 

* Their effectiveness for this purpose is grsphically illustrated by Samuel in op. cit., 
pp. 177-8. As he puts it, ‘these practices kept the people slerted, as it were, for the 
restoredon and for a resumption of life in Puesdne'. In other words, it fbrtined their 
tribal conaciousneas, as e2dles who hsd once had a state of their owm in a country of their 
own, as against their universal conaciousneas at worshippers of a who is a^dute 
spiritual Reality and whose worahippeis can therefore worship Him eq^ly well, 
wherever they may find themselves—being, aa they are, representatives of a church 
that, in Cod’a eyes, must embrace ell manScind. Rabbi Ague notes, in yudaim, t9s6, 
p. xo, that, aocoiding to Ached Ha'tm, ‘the cumbersome ritee of Jud^m constituted 
the “exilic garments’’ for the bruised body of the nadonsl soul*. 

R. Travers Herford, too, notes that 'the halaehah served as the chief bond to hold the 

j ewish community tc^th^ when every other bond of ntdona] life was broken and 
esrs were scattered wide over the &ce ot the Earth’ {The Phoruees,p. xo6). ‘It act^ ... 
alw u an external protecdve Mvering, within which the spirit of Judaism could main* 
tain its strength and vitality’ (ibid., p. 237). ‘Wherever a Jew lived in the same locality 
with gentiles, his observance of the k^eehah would at once draw attendon to him. *1^ 
gentile would notice that the Jew did many special acta as a religious duty, that he made 
a point of doing many tbin^ in tfaemselvee apparently trivia4 in a particular way, and 
wt he refreioed from doing other things which to the gentile seemed hermlm or 
indifferent’ (ibid., p. 77). Hmord, beiiw both e gentile and a life-long student of the 
Rabbinical Jesri^ literature, w'sms his ^ow gentfles that the htdaehM, besides being 
the most conspicuous ^tor in Pheriseism to the outsider, is also one 'whose inner 
mesning is usuiUy hidden from him’ (ibid., p. 207). The essence of halaJsah was 
the doing of an action exactly in the appointed way because that was what God com- 
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meticulous observances seems, to an outside observer, not only to be 
irrational and spiritually unprofitable in itself; it seems also to be a 
strangely incongruous accompaniment of the spiritual insight or revela¬ 
tion ^at has been attained in these religions and that, in an outsider’s 
eyes, is their essence. 

These seem to me to be cogent reasons for coupling the Parsecs and 
Zoroastrianism with the Jevra and Judaism. Yet the ironical language in 
which my practice is reported by ^e Jewish critic whom I have quoted 
shows that my bracketing of these two peoples and two religions is dis¬ 
tasteful to him.* At the same time, both Berkovitz and other Jewish 
critics have attacked me for my use of the word ‘fossil’ as if I had applied 
it to the Jews alone, and had applied it to them as a term of abuse, or at 
least of depreciation. This would have been a left-handed way of recog¬ 
nizing the validity of the Jewish claim that the Jewish people and Jewish 
religion are unique. Actually, I have invariably thought and written of 
them as being representatives of a class, and have thereby also incurred 
their displeasure—though the class of communities that I have labelled 
‘fossils’ is one whose ^aracteristic tenacity I admire, in spite of my 
opposition to the nationalism to which this specific virtue of theirs is 
dedicated. 

Since my use of the word 'fossil* has been so hotly attacked by Jewish 
critics, I have asked myself the questions: Is the word offensive? And 
does it accurately convey what I mean by it? 

The criticisms of my use of it that have come to my notice have all 
come from Jews. I know of no Parsee, Nestorian, Monophysite, Jain, 
Hinayanian Buddhist, or Tantric Mahayanian Buddhist objectors to it. 
I can only declare—and I do this with complete sincerity—that, when 
I coined the word, I neither intended it to be offensive nor foresaw that 
anyone would take it as being so.* The question whether the word con¬ 
veys my meaning is, in my opinion, the more important of the two. 

Berkovitz has saved me work by giving a clear and accurate statement 
of what my meaning is; and, though he gives it apropos of the Jews 
alone, it applies equally to all the other 'fossils’ on my list. I mean, he 
correctly writes,* ‘that Jewry does not really belong to the West, or to 
the other dominant civilizations of the East, mough it once did belong to 
a civilization of a category similar to the now “living” ones; there is 
therefore something “abnormal” about Jewry*.* Berkovitz goes on to 


manded.. .. The question did not arise for the Pharisee whether the prescribed action 
in a given case was trivial or important.... The action bjr itself without the conscious 
intention of serving God by the doing of it, was worthleu* (ibid., pp. 76-^). 

T^us the spirituAl Mwer of a sublime conception of, and attitude towards, absolute 


regulations 

poselesa and meaningless in themselves. 

t I myself should be gratified, as an Englishman from the Danelaw, to find myself 
bracketed with representatives of any of the historic communities that I have labelled 
'fossils’. 

* I now recognize, however, that it miut seem offensive, surce Rabbi finds the 

phrase 'distressing* vol. 4, No. 4 (Pall, 1955), p. 320), and no critic could be 

more temperate an^objective.minaed than be is. 2 In qp. eit., pp. 83-84.^ 

* Rabbi J. B. Agus o^erves (in Judaism, 1956, p. 10} that Jewish history in its dU- 
spori phase was ’abnormal’ in the eyes of Jews, too, of the nstionalise school. As they 
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say* I regard Judaism, as well as Jewry, as being a fossil. I describe 
Judaism sometimes, he says, as being a fossil of the Syriac Civilization 
and sometimes as being a fossil of Syriac religion. He comments:* 

‘A fossilised community is not the same as a fossilised religion; nor is it 
understandable how Judaism may be, at the same time, a fossil of a 
civilization as well as a religion.’ 

I do hold that Judaism, as well as Jewry, is a fossil both of the Syriac 
Civilization and of Syriac religion. The ambiguity which has been 
remarked by Berkovitz has also been remarked by Rabbi J. B. Agus 
in an unpolemical and constructive critique of my work. Commenting 
on my view of Jewry as being a fossil, Rabbi Agus observes: “ 

‘His judgment derives from an ambiguity in the use of the term Juda¬ 
ism. At times he equates Judaism with the ethnic culture of Jewry; at 
other tim(» he thinks of the Jewish faith as a separable pattern of ideas 
which is included more or less in our modem Western culture. The 
eluents of nationality—language, political organisation, common sove¬ 
reignty, sense of ethnic kinship—he regards as a fossilised part of the 
larger whole of the ancient Syriac Civilization. The faith of Judaism is 
embraced for him within the general context of Christianity. . . . More 
recenriy, he has begun to speak of Judaism as one of the great religions of 
mankmd. But the ambiguity of his original judgment persists—lately 
because he does not always bear in mind his own distinction between 
JudMsm as a “higher religion” and the outer, dvilizational elements of 
Jewish hfe.’J 


This is an accurate, as well as scrupulously fair-minded, r&umi of my 
ide«.« I agree that there is an ambiguity. As I see it, however, this lies, 
not m my judgement of Jewry and Judaism, but in the nature of Jewry 
and Judaism themselves. My judgement reflects, I believe, not a con¬ 
fusion in my mind, but my recognition of an ambiguity that has been 
characteristic of the attitude of the Jews since the Exile. 

The different points in my position are not incompatible with each 
other, as far as I can sec. There is surely no reason why a religion, as well 
as a community, should not be a survival of something that is otherwise 
extinct, and no reason either why Judaism should not be a survival both 
of the otherw^ extinct Syriac Civilization and of this civilization’s 
otherwise extinct religion. In the age before the Syriac Society was 

phMC ‘the Jew* wwe to “tbnonntl’' nttion preserving its identity end 
c^nshing losutimoiu under the protective covering of t religious faith* He ■!«>, 

^ovtmhcT. io?6. p. 4 r) 5 GueISh ^writi! 

CljMtctl Reform School thought of the Jew* as being what I have 
Sw employed were free of the dero^ry conno^ 

Sdfd **“V®?*“ T** believed that^k^h Mtional life 

Ti. I • ^ of Jen^em. Thereafter, only a relikous community con- 

composed of iorms of coiSuiSl 

tosQCUuons and customs. i »_ ^ o. 

» Ibid., o. _I . P* ^ 
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uprooted by Assyrian and Babylonian militarism and was subsequently 
penetrated by the radiation of Hellenism, it was still in the stage— 
characteristic of societies of all kinds and all dates before the rise of the 
higher religions—in which religion is an integral part of culture and is 
intimately associated with the non-religious elements in it. At this stage 
the gods of the Syriac World—Melkart of Tyre, Rimmon of Damascus, 
Yahweh of Israel, Judah, and Edom, Dagon of Gaza, Milcom of 
Ammon, Chemosh of Moab, and the rest—were none of them identified 
by their respective worshippers with an absolute spiritual Reality beyond 
the phenomenal universe. They were each identified with some local 
Syriac community, and indeed identified with every aspect of that 
community’s life in an age in which a distinction had not yet been 
drawn between what was religious or sacred and what was secular or 
profane.* In this volume it has been noticed* that, down to this day, 
Judaism has never ceased to be a religion of this antique kind—never 
ceased, that is to say, to be the tribal worship of a particular single com¬ 
munity, and never ceased to be an integral part of this community’s 
particular culture—notwithstanding the fact that, since the deportation 
of the notables of the Kingdom of Judah to Babylon, Judaism has come 
to be also a universal religion which identifies Yahweh with absolute 
spiritual Reality and which therefore has a meaning and a message for 
all mankind. Thus Post-Exilic Judaism is a fossil both of the Syriac 
Civilization and of the religion that was an integral part of that civiliza¬ 
tion in the Pre-Exilic Age, besides being a ‘higher religion’ with a 
message for all men. This duality of Judaism may seem paradoxical, but 
it is a paradox which is an historical fact. 

I have still to ask myself whether the word ‘fossil’, when applied 
either to a religion or to a community, is an apt word for conveying 
what I mean by it. In the two cases of the Jewish community and Judaism 
and the Parsee community and Zoroastrianism, the word ‘fossil’ 
evidently does provide an apt metaphor for conveying the two impor¬ 
tant facts that the religious ot^rvances of the two communities ^vc 
become ossified and tl^t these ossified observances have served as an 
effective social cement. They have enabled the participants in each of 
these two communities to keep their communities in existence, and this 
for many centuries running, without having a state of their own or even 
a country in which they were at home and in a majority. Most com¬ 
munities that have been exposed to these adverse conditions have failed 
to preserve their identities.* The ossification of Jewish and Parsee 

* *AU law in ancient pre-Mosaic Israel, u among all the Semitea, wa* originally baseii 
on tribal cuatom.... A great deal of what waa contained in the Hebrew I.aw during all 
perioda of Israelite history had its source in the earliest ages. Moreover, aa ia well known, 
tribal cuatom was inseparable from relinous cuatom bMauae the tribe was under the 
special protection of its god, who was looked upon as direettt^ the life of his worshippers 
in every sphere’ (W. O. E. Oesterley: The jetos and yvdaism dttring the Grteh Period 
(London 1941, S.P.C.K.), 0. 56). » On pp. 85-88 and 194-5. 

> M. Samuel declares that there is only one people—the Jews—whom Time has 
never ^et succeeded in selling to Oblivion {The Profettor aitd the Fotril, p. 163). If he 
had said ’there are only one or two peoples' he would have been nearer to the truth; 
for, aa Berkovitz notes that I note, the Jews ‘have as their yoke-fellows of destiny the 
Parsecs’. In Chinese eyes, no doubt, both Parseea and Jews are rather late competiiora 
who luve hardly yet hu time to begin to show their mettle. 

L2 
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religious observances is at least one important factor that has enabled 
these two communities to make themselves exceptions to the usual rule. 
‘Fo$sili2ation’ is surely an informative word for describing this social 
expedient. 

Does the concept of ‘fossilization’ apply equally well to the other 
‘fossils’ on my list ? It seems to apply to those that, like the Parsees and 
the Jews, are ‘dispersed abroad’ among alien populations. The obser¬ 
vances of Nestorian and Monophysite Christianity, for instance, seem 
already to be in process of becoming a social cement as tough as Zoro¬ 
astrianism and Judaism. If die Nestorian and Monophysite ‘diaspords’ 
were to manage to survive as long as the Parsees and Jews have survived 
up to date, a comparable degree of ossification in their religious institu¬ 
tions would probably be the price that they would have to pay. On the 
other hand ^e word ‘fossil’ is less apt as a label for the Hinayanian 
and the Tantric Mahayanian Buddhists. It is true that these Buddhist 
communities outside India represent a phase of Indian civilization that 
is otherwise extinct. But, unlike the Monophysites, Nestorians, Parsecs, 
and Jews, the Tibetans, Mongols, Sinhalese, Burmans, Siamese, and 
Cambodians are not ‘diasporis’. They are all geographically more or 
less compact peoples with countries and governments of their own. In 
Tibet, before the recent Chinese reoccupation and the abortive insurrec¬ 
tion agmnst it in 1959, the government was actually in the hands of the 
local Tantric Mal^yanian Buddhist monks; in the South-East Asian 
countries Hinayanian Buddhism is the established religion. In Tibet 
and Mongolia religious observances have become ossified; but in the 
Hinayanian Buddhist countries some of the monks, at any rate, are still 
genuinely practising the strenuous spiritual exercises prescribed in die 
Hinayana as the way of release from desire, from feeling, and from self¬ 
hood ; and this form of practical religion or philosophy is, of course, the 
extreme antithesis of ‘fossilization’.^ On the whole, it seems more en¬ 
lightening to think of both the present-day Hinayanian Buddhist com¬ 
munities in South-East Asia and the present-day Tantric Mahayanian 
Buddhist communities in Central Asia as being, not fossils of the civiliza¬ 
tion of India in one or other of its past phases, but satellites of it that 
have developed distinctive characteristics of their own.* 

One misnt, in my use of the word ‘fossil’, which applies to all the 
specimens in my list, is the implication that the life has gone out of them. 
A literal fossil is dead ex kypothesi\ it is a dead relic of a once living 
organism. The cximmuniues and religions that I have labelled ‘fossils' 
are also not alive; only organisms can be that. But they are going con¬ 
cerns, consisting of networks of relations between a number of living 

* No doubt, there is also spiritusl life in other 'foMilt' on my lot. For example, Rtbbi 
J. B. Affus observes thet 'the atrophy of the outer dvilizetion^ elements in J^rish life, 
givins the appearance of fosailisaCion to an outside observer, waa itself due to the intense 
moralistic and pietistie standards of value that prevailed within it' (Judaism, voL 4, 
No. 4 (Fall, i 9 $S)> P* Saa). Berkovitz makea the sweeping claim that"the vit^ty of a 
higher relinon a of the spirit; it can never become foeaUised’ (Judaism: Fossil or Per- 
m*ntT, p. 8e). Unhappily, this dictum is contradicted by history, which is hiU of records 
of the spirit being kuled by the letter. Rabbi Agua notes that 'the spectre of slow stagna¬ 
tion and even foaaiUsadon is always present in Jewish life as a warning and as a <mal- 
leoM'—^ince the dogmatic assertion or the will of God puts a stop to all inquiry (.^Wohm, 
< 95 «, P- 37 )* * See pp. 552-3, and the table lacing p. 558. 
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people.* 1 am conscious that any metaphor taken from organic life is 
inadequate for conveying the nature of a social phenomenon, but at 
least it would make a better fit if I called these communities that have 
survived from some extinct phase of social life by the name of some 
antediluvian living organism. The word ‘Coelacanihus’, for instance, 
would not be open to the objection of implying, as the word ‘fossil’ 
implies, that the object designated by it no longer has any life in it. I 
should have no objection to substituting ‘coelacanthus’ for ‘fossil’ in my 
terminology. What I want is the aptest possible short title for a definition 
which, if written out, will run, as Berkovitz’s succinct version of it 
shows, to far too many words for anyone to repeat each time that he 
needs to employ the concept. 

Like organisms that, in the struggle for survival, have contrived to 
encase themselves in natural armour, the communities in diaspord, 
within their protective integument of ossified religious observances, 
have, of course, an active internal life of their own. Like all communities 
and societies, they are netw'orks of relations between people, and the 
fossilization of people’s institutions docs not make fossils of the human 
beings whose institutions these are.’ Berkovitz asks:’ ‘How can human 
beings ... be fossils?’ As far as I know, they cannot be, though it is 
obvious that their institutions can. It is one of the characteristic virtues 
of human beings whose communities are scattered minorities that they 
have, on the average, a higher standard of mutual aid and mutual 
loyalty than people whose communities are in less precarious circum¬ 
stances. They may also be active on the plane of the individual’s inner 
spiritual life, as well as on the social plane. 

Moreover, their own separate communal life is not the only network 
of social relations in which the representatives of a diaspord are engaged. 
Since they arc scattered among alien populations, and since, like other 
human b^gs, they have to earn their living, they could not survive if 
they did not do business with representatives of the majorities in whose 
midst they live. Since, moreover, they have frequently been penalized 
by being prohibited, or anyway prevented, from engaging in certain 
staple occupations (e.g. agriculture and public administration), they have 
been stimulated to acquire greater skill than their neighbours in such 
professions as have been left open to them^—for instance, retail trade, 
with the opportunities that this has given to an outstandingly able few 
to become financiers on the grand scale. Thus, in certain fields of 
social activity, the representatives of ‘fossil’ diaspords are, and always 
have been, i^U participants in the life of the alien societies in whose 
midst they have been living. Nor have they confined this participation 
to the economic plane when they have been permitted by the alien 

r M. Samuel is mutaken in thinking that I mean that the Jewish people 'ia completely 
dead as a apiritually functioning entitp ( 7 Vw Projwmr and tit* Fattil, p. so). But 1 think 
his mistake may be partly due to the inadequacy of the word ‘fossil’—which does mean 
something dead—for expressing my exset meaning. 

a On point M. Samuel has caught my meaning correctly. 'He is not referri^’. 
he ssys, 'to individual Jews. . . . He is referring to the corporate perscmality’ ( 7 /i< 
Proftstor and tke Postil, p. so). * In op. cit., p. 8^ 

* M. Samuel justifiably cr^ts the Jews with 'a continuous exertion ... of creative 
ingenuity in the midst of change’ (T/u Prv/tstor attd tfu Postil, p. i8s). 
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majority to take part in this majority’s life on other planes as well. The 
abrogation of previous legal or customary prohibitions is W'hat, in the 
recent history of Jewry in the West, hi been called ‘emancipation’. 
The Jews in the West have been ‘emancipated’ in this sense since 
Napoleon’s time, the Parsees in India since the contemporary establish¬ 
ment there of the now defunct British Raj. Since the opening of these 
doors, very many Jews in the West and many Parsees in India have 
taken not only active but eminent parts in Western and Indian cultural 
and political activities of many kin^.* 

I have now admitted that the word ‘fossil’ describes only partially 
and inadequately what I mean by it. But it does express important parts 
of my meaning, and I still have not found an apter word to replace it. 
If some Jewish, Parsec, Armenian, or Assyrian reader of this book can 
supply me with a word that does fit better the social, cultural, and reli¬ 
gious phenomena for which I need a label, I will adopt his golden word 
with tdacrity. 


20. BREAKDOWNS 

In ordinary usage the English word ‘breakdown’ is employed in two 
different spheres; the world of man-made machinery and the world of 
Man hims^; and, in the human sphere, it is employed in two different 
provinces: the life of an individual human being and the network of 
relations between a number of people. We speak of the breakdown of a 
motor-car, a railway-engine, or a generator in a power-station; the 
breakdown of a human Icing’s physical or mental health or of his will¬ 
power ; and the breakdown of some standing arrangement of relations 
between human beings: a system of government or of communications; 
an organization for the distribution of milk or of newspapers. This last- 
mentioned sense is the one in which I use the word breakdown in this 
Study. I use it specifically to mean the breakdown of a network of 
human relations of the kind that we call a society in process of civiliza¬ 
tion, and also to mean the accompanying breakdown of the pattern of 
ideas and values and consequent behaviour that is carried on a social 
network and is known as a culture.’ 

* Rftbbi Agu«, tnyWotm, ipsfi, pp. points out thtt in pre-enundpation days 

already there was a 'dynamic impuiM* id Jewuh spiritual and intellectual life and that, 
though the main expressions of this occurred wimin the interior life of Jewry, they 
were answers to the challenge of the contemporary climate of ideas and sentiments in 
the encompassing Islimic tnd Christiso worlds. In Jewish history there hu been a 
tension between a process of 'fossilizatioo* snd a process of spiritualization. On this, 
see the passages quoted on p. 514 from worics of Ribbi Ague’s, snd also bis comments 
printed in the annexes to the present chapter and to Chapters XIII and XV. 

* On pp. 156-7 I have already discussed critictsms of my practice of dating a break¬ 
down by some precisdy datable event, such at the outbreak of a war, that I utve taken 
as a symbol of it. An event may, of course, aptly symbolize a toctal br^down without 
being more than a symptom of a more gradual change beneath the surface. I agree with 
Couloom fin Teynost and History, p. 151) that wars, for ecample, are symptoms of 
social breakdown rather than causes of it. But I would add that ^ey have oRen b«m 
potent agencies in carrying a broken-down society along the road to disintegration. 

Thou^ I do not think of the breakdown of a civilization as being an instantaneous 
occurrence, I also do not use the word to include the long-drawn-out process of dis¬ 
integration which hu often, and perhaps usually, followed when a dvilizatioD has broken 
down. P. Geyl notu that, in my usage, 'breakdown' meaiu only the beginning of the 
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The breakdowns of institutions—particularly those that arc as com¬ 
prehensive as societies and cultures are—can inflict loss and suffering 
on individual human beings in vast numbers and to an extreme degree; 
but these human beings do not have to break down themselves because 
one of their institutions—however important a one—has miscarried. 
Except in so far as the number of physical and mental breakdowns of 
individuals per thousand is reduced by progress in medical science, or 
the number of moral breakdowns by increase in accessible means of 
spiritual grace, there is no evidence, so far as I know, that the rate of 
individual breakdowns varies in accordance with differences in the 
population’s social circumstances. We must presume that, on the 
average, approximately the same number of people per thousand re¬ 
tain, in all social circumstances, their normal human faculties, including 
normal moral stamina and normal creative power. These two faculties 
are the fundamental endowment of human nature. They are the ultimate 
source of all human achievement. So, as long as nom^ human beings 
survive in conditions in which they can still propagate their kind and 
pass on a social and cultural heritage of some sort to posterity, the cause 
of mankind is not lost and the door opening into the future still stands 
open. K. D. Erdmann is right in saying* that, in my eyes, history is the 
tragedy of civilization. But I must add that, in my eyes, the tragedy of 
civilization is not necessarily a tragedy for the human race. 

Thus the breakdown of an institution, however comprehensive and 
however valuable that institution may have been, means no more than 
that the human race, or some portion of it, has shot one of its bolts. It 
will still have others in its quiver. At a cost—^which may, of course, be 
a very high one—a broken-down institution can be replaced eventually 
by another one. Moreover, when a social disaster occurs, the account 
will not necessarily show no profit to be set against the loss. One of the 
truths about human nature is pathei mathos.^ Human beings are capable 
of learning through suffering, and in this hard way they have often 
learnt lessons that they have been unable or unwilling to learn at less 
cost to themselves. The suffering that the breakdown of a civilization 
brings upon people inevitably, whatever may be the eventual outcome 

end {DibaUt tcith Hutorims, p. 136). O. H. K. Spate objecta (in Toynbt* and History, 
p. 2^3) to ‘the uae of the word ’’breakdown” for the mitUl faUe »tep which aeta a 
civilization on ths road to breaking down’. I myaclf ahould aay here: ‘on the road, via 
diaintefiration, to diasoludon’. I bdieve that my uaage of the word ‘breakdown’, not 
Spate’s, is the usual one. In ordinary parlance, a ‘breakdown’ ia something that has a 
sequd. It is the be^inntn^ of a drama, not the whole play, and certainly not the denoue¬ 
ment to the exclusion of its antecedents. 

F. Creedy has suggested, in an unpublished letter to me, that I should substitute for 
the word ‘breakdown’ some non>comminal phrase such as ‘ceasatton of growth on the 
old tinea* or ‘change of form*. This might shield me from criticism, but it would not 
convey my meaning—which ia that there haa been a real breakdown of something: 
viz. a civtUzarion. John Strachey haa suggested, in an uimublished letter, that I should 
substitute the word ‘crisis*. Tl^ word has the merit of implying that what has cone 
wrong is not necessarily irretrievable. If irretrievabilitv is part of the connotation 01 the 
word ‘breakdown’, the word ‘crisis’ would be preferable from my point of view. I do not 
believe that any of the recorded breakdowns of civilisations have been irretrievable, 
though I can think of a number that hsve not, in fact, been subsequently retrieved. 

> In AreiuvjGr KidturgeschickU, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (J 95 t), p- 190. 

* Aeschylus: Agammnor%, 11 . 177-S (see pp. 580-1, 609, 617). P. Sorokin maintains 
that this is ‘a one-sided pseudo law’ and that it ^does not stand sn elementary empirics] 
test’ {Toynbeo and History, p. 189). 
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of the calamity, is thxis a challenge to human souls. The challenge may 
not evoke any creative response, and then the result of the calamity will 
be uncompensated suffering, loss, and setback. But, as a matter of 
historical fact, some of the breakdowns of civilizations whose histories 
are known to us have evoked mighty creative responses in the forms 
of philosophies, higher religions, and universal states*—these last being 
political expressions of a social r^ly that are also, as the higher religions 
are, symbols of the ideal unity of mankind and auguries of a future 
practical achievement of this unity once for all on a literally world-wide 
scale.* 

I Hounni rishtly interprets me ss holding that, when a civilization is disintegrating, 
the con^et be^een a dominant minority and an internal and an external proletariat 
‘ia not the whole atory; for, at the moment when the three claates by the violence of their 
conUct are destroying tbenuelvea and the civilization aa a wlwle, all three of them 
expire in acta of creatioo which light the dying world* (Th4 Dublin Rtview, vol. 229, 
No. 470 (December, 195$), p. 379). R. (^ulbom notea that it is in times of social decline 
that ffi«tt men seem to stand out from the mass (PhyUm, 1940, o^rint, p. 36). 

> These creative responses to breakdowns have been a stumblmg-block for several 
cria’ca. For instance, O. H. K. Spate quotes a note of SomerveU's on mj usage of the 
word 'breakdown* in which Somervell points out that, ‘when the term m used in this 
sense, some of the most fruitfiil, illuminating, and celebrated achievements in the history 
of a civU^tion may come after the breakdown and, indeed, in consequence of it'. 
Sptte*s comment is that I am using the word ‘breakdown* with a ‘Humpty-Dumptyish 
licence*. O. Handlin is equally caustic in Tht Pertiswi Revim, July-Auguat, >947. ‘The 
disintegration of a civiliution is’, he writes, ‘very sad from the point of view of the 
creative minority. Yet we also learn that the proeen of decay is often msiked by a rapid 
expansion of prMUCtive techniejues, by a flourishing of the arts, and by the devdopment 
of science, pmlosophy, and religion. To tome readers snd, no doubt, to many people 
who psrticiptte in the process, this turn of events seems almost dcairable. If such is 
decay and such is growth, then it is clear that decay and growth have meaning only in 
terms of the artificial devices of the author’s system. Since these processes have no 
relevance to the historkal fate of human beings, the sntem itself can hardly contribute 
to an understanding of what happen^ to the real livea of the peo|:ile of the past.’ 
C. Trinkaus makes a similar comment in SciatcM and Saeiaty, vol. xii. No. i (1948), 
p. 226. Toynbee, he savs, equates growth with stability and disintegmioo with ’that 
dynamic phase whm the most enormous lean forwara in human history are taking 
place*. Handlin’s account of my position is, of course, a caricature. I have never sug¬ 
gested that the geneaea, growths, breakdowns, and disintegrations of civilizations have 
had ‘no ^evince to the historical fate of human beings*. 1 believe that they have had a 
profound effect on the fate, not just of ‘creative minoritiea*, but of all the participants in 
the civilizations that have passed through these phases. Subject to these important 
reservations, I agree that hts and Spate’s and Trmkaui’s strictures would have been 
to the point if I had b^n discuasing 'breakdowns* in some absolute sense of the word. 
Actually, of coune, there can only be breakdowiu of aomething Or other. In this book I 
am concerned with breakdowna of dviiizations. And there is no reason whatever why 
these should not be followed by creative achievements. Indeed, it would be strange if 
this were not the sequel, if I am right, pecs Sorokin, in believing that paihti mathos ia 
one of the fundamental truths about human nature. 

In an unpublished letter John Strachey has noted that, in my view, the miscarriages 
of civilizations, which have brought so much suffering on the human beings who have 
been their perpetrators and their victims, have in some cases been more fruitful for 
manldnd than these civilizations* previous halcron days. But, no doubt, L. Mumford 
^ Diog«net, No. 13 (Spring, 1956;, p. z8) and G. Masur (in the Historiuhe Zeituhri/i, 
Band t77 (i954)> pp. 521-2) may ^ right in judging that I exaggerate the relative im- 

K >rtance and value of the role 01 the disintegrations of civilizations in human history. 

owever, Frankfort, too, may be right in holmng that ‘a preoccupation with decay, sui^ 
as underlies ToynbM’s work, need not in itself vitiate study of me birth of dviltzstion* 
(TAe Birth of Civilization in tho Noar East, p. 23). 

Some comments of Feibleman’s are telling, as well as witty. In my view, he says, ’the 
failure of human culture ia the salvation of rnankind’ (T'tcn Hsia Monthly, vol. xi. Nos. 

1 and 2 (1940). p. 2z). ‘It is in ... civilization’s decline that all the good t^gs for which 
civilization d^rves its name take their start* (ibid., p. 140). ‘There is really nothing 
that a civilization can do that will please Toynbee except to coUapte and then, after 
having given birth to a universal church, to get out of the wayl' (ibid., p. 144). I cannot 
re-read this without bursting out laughing and crying 'touchd*. I ha^ not, after all, 
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Consequently, the sequel to the breakdown of a civilization has 
usually had two sides to it. On the one hand the breakdown of any 
institution must bring with it, for the people involved in it, a loss, to 
some degree, of rational and purposeful control over their own collec¬ 
tive destiny. This must be so, because rational and purposeful control of 
common aifairs requires effective arrangements for co-operation, and 
such arrangements require a systematic organization of relations. An 
emergency in which an established pattern of relations goes wrong will 
inftict loss and suffering on all concerned; it will block some previous 
opportunities, and will deprive some people of an initiative that was 
formerly in their hands. At the same time, the same emergency may 
transfer the initiative to other bands that did not previously hold it, and 
it may open up new opportunities that will not be the same as those that 
have been blocked, yet may be not less valuable.* 

The loss of rational and purposeful control over common affairs 
arises from the mutual frustration of conflicting wills. The effect of this 
is to shift the ever oscillating psychic frontier between the realm of the 
reason and will and the realm of the irrational and emotional underworld 
of the psyche, and to shift it, in this event, in the subconscious psychic 
underworld’s favour. In contrast to the psyche’s conscious suriace, its 
underworld is subject to ‘laws of Nature’ of the kind that govern non¬ 
human fauna and flora and inanimate matter. Accordingly, when the 
psychic frontier shifts markedly in the subconscious underworld’s 
favour, as it does when any important institution breaks down, one of 
the symptoms in which this shift reveals itself is a marked increase in 
the vein of regularity in the course of social and cultural history. This 
is the explanation, as I see it, of a difference that I believe that I have 
observed between the patterns in the history of a broken-down civilization 
before its breakdown and the patterns in it after the disaster has occurred. 
Institutions, urdike organisms, have no inherent predetermined maxi¬ 
mum duration.* There is no reason, in principle, why an institution, 
once established, should not last as long as the human race. But in fact 
we know of no institution that has not broken down sooner or later; 
and the histories of institutions seem to display more conspicuous 
regularities after a breakdown than before it If this observation is 
correct, the change observed is explicable as a consequence of a recession 
of the realm of reason and will and an extension of the realm of the 
subconscious—bringing with it, as this does, an extension of the realm 
of ‘la\vs of Nature’. 

In previous volumes of this book I took the history of the Hellenic 
Civilization and its relation to the subsequent Western Civilization as 
my ‘model’ for the histories of other representatives of the same species 
of society. In Hellenic history I analysed the post-breakdown phase of it 
as falling into three periods: a 'time of troubles’ lasting for approxi- 


succe«ded in jumping clear of a standpoint that I have inherited from my ancestral 
religion. 

I C. Trinkaus asks why the secession of the proletariat should' not be regarded as 
bciiw a movement of liberation and progress and integration (ScUne* end Society, vol. 
xii. No. I (<048), p. »37). Why not, indeed? 

> See p. 209. 
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mately four hundred years; a ‘universal state’ lasting for approximately 
another four hundred years; and an ‘interre^um’ lasting for approxi¬ 
mately three hundred years, between the dissolution of the Hellenic 
Civilization in the western provinces of the Roman Empire and the 
emergence, in the same region, of a Western Christian Civilization— 
a society of the same species as its Hellenic predecessor, to which it is 
affiliated. Applying this model to the histories of other civilizations, I 
foimd the HcUcnic-Wcstem chronological pattern recurring clearly 
enough and often enough—so it seemed to me—to make me think of it 
as a specific pattern in ffie histories of civilizations in general. Now that 
I have replaced my former Hellenic-Western model by an Hellcno- 
Sinic model,* I have, of course, to reconsider the chronological pattern 
that I derived originally from an anal)'sis of my former Hellenic-Western 
model. 

As far as I can see, an approximately four-hundrcd-years-long 'time 
of troubles’ still stands as ffie usual immediate sequel to a breakdown.^ 
On the other hand, I feel less certain now about my supposed four- 
hundred-years’ span for the duration of universal states. The Ch’in- 
Han first bout of the universal state in China did have this duration, 
like the Roman Empire in the West. But the Roman Empire itself lasted 
about two hundred years longer in its more important central and eastern 
provinces than it lasted in its outlying western provinces; and, in re¬ 
examining my list of universal states, 1 End too many exceptions to my 
supposed normal span of four hundred years to allow this supposed 
norm to stand. As for the three-hundred-years-long interregnum 
between the dissolution of the Hellenic civilization in the west and the 
emergence of Western Christendom there, the application of a Chinese 
or a Helleno-Sinic model suggests that the course taken by events in the 
West was not the most usual one.* Usually the end of the Erst bout of a 
universal state has been followed, not by the dissolution of the civiliza¬ 
tion poliEcally embodied in it and by a consequent inter-dvilizational 
interregnum, but by a less violent social and cultural break. The usual 
sequel has been a bout of anarchy followed by a revival of the previous 
universal state. This is the pattern, not only of Chinese history after 
the fall of the Ch’in-Han Empire, but also of Eastern Orthodox Chris¬ 
tian history after the Edl of the Roman Empire in its central and eastern 
provinces. Other instances of this pattern have been noticed in this 
volume in the passage just cited. This pattern is strongly pronounced 
and is also frequent in its occurrence. At the same time, ffiere does not 
seem to be any correspondingly exact chronological regtilarity. The 
lengths of the alternating bouts of anarchy and oecumenic^ order seem 
to vary. 

The results of my reconsiderations in this Eeld may be summed up as 
follows. It still seems to me that there is a common pattern in the post- 
breakdown phases of the histories of those civilizations that have broken 

* See pp. 197-204. 

> This four-hundred«yesn-long 'time of trouble*' has semetiree* been punctuated by 
a first attempt at a universal state. In the Hellenic 'time of troubles' this role was played 
by Alotander’s abortive empire; in the Sumeric ‘dme of troubles’ it was played by the 
less ephemeral empire of the dynasty of Agade. > See pp. 186-97. 
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down up to date; and I also still think that the first stock episode after 
the bre^down in this recurring pattern of events—namely the bout of 
anarchy that I have called a ‘time of troubles’—has had an approximately 
uniform duration as well as an approximately uniform plot. But I no 
longer think that this uniformity of duration extends to the subsequent 
episodes in the common pattern of disintegration as this has now been 
revised in the light of my replacement of my former H^enic-Western 
model by a new HeUeno>Sinic one. 

Thus I have retained my previous belief that the sequel to the break* 
downs of civilizations follows a standard pattern, but 1 have abandoned 
my previous belief that it also has a standard time>8pan. I have never 
believed that there is either a standard pattern or a standard time-span 
for the history of a civilization that has not yet broken down. I have 
never believed, either, that every civilization is predestined to break down. 
Consequently I have never believed that there is a uniform maximum 
time-span for the duration of all societies of the species ‘civilizations’, 
as there is for all specimens of any species of living organism. On 
this issue I always have differed, and still do differ, in toto, from that 
great man of genius Oswald Spongier. I am surprised to find Philip 
Bagby following Spongier to the length of suggesting* that ‘we may say, 
wim a fair degree of certainty, that the whole process of development 
from the beginnings of a civilization to the beginnings of a “universal 
state’’ . . . takes between a thousand and fifteen hundred years’, and 
even looking for«.’ard to being able eventually to pin the standard dura¬ 
tion of this period down to something ‘between 1100 and 1300 years’. 
I do not find Bagby’s arguments in favour of this unqualified chrono¬ 
logical determinism convincing. The calculations by which he arrives 
at this result are, it seems to me, of the ‘Procrustean’ kind of which I, 
too, have been accused. 

21. CREATIVE AND DOMINANT MINORITIES 

By a creative minority I mean a ruling minority in which the creative 
faculty in human nature finds opportunities for expressing itself in 
effective action for the benefit of all participants in the society. I do not 
believe that, in a creative minority, there is a higher percentage of 
creative individuals, endowed with a larger fund of creativity on the 
average, than there is in any other section of the population. What dis¬ 
tinguishes a creative minority, and wins goodwill towards it among 
participants in society outside the creative minority’s ranks, is that it is 
a ruling minority in which the creative faculty has free play and in 
which it is exercised in the public interest. 

By a dominant minority I mean a ruling minority that rules less by 
attraction and more by force. As I see it, this change in emphasis— 
from ruling mainly by attraction to ruling mainly by force—occurs when 
a creative minority, in my sense of the term, loses its opportunities for 
creative action. It may forfeit these by its own fault, by falling into one 
of the snares by which the path of creativity is beset. It may be tempted 

* In Culture and History, p. 221. 
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by success either into losing its head or into resting on its oars. Alterna¬ 
tively, a creative minority may be deprived of its opportunities for 
creative action by changes in so^ and c^tural circumstances for which 
the representatives of minority have had little or no moral respon- 
sibility. In whichever of these ways the minority may have lost its 
opportunities for creative action, it will arouse resentment, opposition, 
and resistance among the rest of the population if it tries to cling to 
power by force after having ceased to perform for society as a whole the 
services that previously made its rule acceptable. 

On reconsideration, I think that, in previous volumes, I have painted 
the contrast between the ‘creative’ and the ‘dominant’ phase in Ac rule 
of a minority in too strong colours. I have painted it white in its ‘creative’ 
phase and bla<dt in its ‘dominant’ phase, whereas Ae true colours are a 
lighter and a darker shade of grey. Perhaps I also drew too sharp a 
Aviding line between a ruling minority of eiAer kind and Ae rest of Ac 
population. I have discussed Aese points earlier in this volume,' and 
therefore need not go into Aem further here. 

22 . THE PROLETARIAT 

I defined my usage of this word at an early point in Ais Study.* I 
meant, and mean, by it ‘any social element or group which in some way 
is “in” but not “of” any given society at any given stage of such society’s 
history’. I have, I believe, kept to Ais usage consistently. It is based on 
the literal sense of Ae Latin word proUtariiy and it coincides wiA the 
usage of this word in Ac terminology of Roman constitutional law. On 
Ae oAer hand, it does not coincide wiA Ae celebrated Marxian 
modern usage. In this Marxian usage ‘the proletariat’ means a labouring 
population employing a technique called ‘machine industry under a 
regime called ‘capitalLm’. People working under Aese conAtions may, 
of course, be proletarians m my sense too. Many, indeed perhaps most, 
of Aem were that in Marx’s and Engels’ generation. Today probably a 
majority of Ae World’s industrial workers have ceased to be prole¬ 
tarians in my sense Arougb having acquired a stake in society. In 1961 
this would, I Aould guess, be Ae situation in most parts of the Soviet 
Union, as well as in most, Aough not in all, Western countries. On Ae 
oAer hand, Ae proletariat in my sense mcludes people of many kinds 
who are not proletarians in the Marxian sense. It includes anyone who 
is penalized m any respect—economically, politically, or socially. A 
person’s material standard of living is not the criterion. A pauper free¬ 
man—e.g. an Egyptian peasant—is a proletarian, but so too is a Roman 
magnate’s confidential slave who has been permitted by his master to 
accumulate a large pecuUum; for Ae well-to-do slave is penalized by 
being kept in a sub-human juriAcal status. But a millionaire can still be 
proletarian, even if he is a freeman; for instance, a New Yorker Jewish 
millionaire who is a citizen of Ae Umted States but whose canAdature 
for election to membership in a club has been rejected because he is a 
Jew and not because there is anything personally objectionable about 

> Os pp. 134^ tod 148-50. > In i. 41, footnote 3. 
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him. The term, as I use it, includes all ‘displaced persons’ (refugees, 
exiles, and deportees), however highly gifted and distinguished; all 
mercenary soldiers, however highly paid and however formidable, from 
Cyrus the Younger’s ten thousand Greeks to the French Crown’s 
Swiss Guard; all subject peoples (e.g. the Bantu in South Africa and 
Kenya); all insurgents (e.g. those that, at the time when I was writing 
these words, were under arms in Cyprus and in Algeria), so long as they 
have not yet turned the tables on the powers that be, as the Coelesyrian 
Jewish insurgents against the Seleucid monarchy did in the second 
century b.c.; and all barbarians beyond the pale, such as the Pathan 
tribesmen in the unadministered areas of Western Pakistan used to be 
before the Pakistan Government began to convert them, by methods of 
civilization, into voluntary citizens of the country. 

23. HIGHER RELIGIONS 

By higher religions I mean religions designed to bring human beings 
into direct communion with absolute spiritual Reality as individuals, 
in contrast to earlier forms of religion that have brought them only into 
indirect communion with It through the medium of the particular society 
in which they have happened to be participants.* Religion, in these 
earlier forms, is an integral part of the culture of some particular 
society. On the other hand the higher religions have broken—some 
partially, some completely—out of the conn^ration of the particular 
cultures in which they originated. They have become separate systems 
of specihcally religious culture, in a state of tension with the systems of 
secular culture with which they have parted company. The advent of a 
higher religion thus brings with it the distinction—previously unknown 
—between ‘religious’ and ‘secular’, ‘spiritual’ and ‘tempord’, ‘sacred’ 
and ‘profane’. 

A religion cannot be extricated from the non-religious elements in 
culture without being divorced from the society that carries these non- 
religious elements on its network of relations between people. But no 
form of culture, secular or religious, can subsist without a social setting; 
and therefore the adherents of a higher religion caimot assert its inde¬ 
pendence of secular culture without at the same time incorporating it 
in an independent society. Every higher religion is carried on a network 
of social relations of its own.* This is a specific form of society, distinct 
from both civilizations and pre-civilizational societies. A name is needed 
for a society of this religious species, and it would be convenient if we 
could label it ‘a church’. I have sometimes used the word ‘church’ in 
this wide sense; but this usage has been contested by several of my 
critics, and they are, I think, right. The word ‘church’ implies a unified 
ecclesiastical government, and this is possessed by perhaps no more 
than two of the extant higher religions: the Tantric Mahay ana and the 
Roman Catholic denomination of Christianity. The Christian churches 
of the Eastern Orthodox and the Western Protestant Episcopalian 

• A fuller definition hu elreedy been stven on pp. 83-84. 

s See p. 84. 
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denomination are respectively in communion with each other without 
having any common organs of ecclesiastical government. The ecclesi¬ 
astical organization of most other extant higher religions is still less 
formal and more loose. 


24. UNIVERSAL STATES' 

A state may be defined as a non>voluntary system of impersonal rela¬ 
tions that is maintained partly by force exercised by a governing minority 
and partly by the consent, or at least the acquiescence, of this governing 
minority’s subjects.’ I cannot think of any state in which either of these 
bases of state authority has been completely lackii^, and there are 
countless historical examples of states being wrecked either by the 
government’s failing to muster the minimum necessary amount of force 
or by their subjects’ ceasing to have the minimum necessary feeling of 
obligation to obey the powers that be. 

If a state may defined in these terms, it is obvious that, up to date, 
there has never been a universal state in the literal sense of one whose 
government has exercised effective authority over the whole living 
generation of mankind in all the habitable lands and navigable seas and 
air levels of this planet.’ At the same time it is also obvious that in our 
day, for the first time in history, human beings have it in their power to 
establish a world government. The less than world-wide empires of the 
past have mostly been established by military conquest; and the inven¬ 
tion of atomic weapons has made it practicable now for some single 
local state to conquer and hold down the whole world. It is true that the 
cost, in terms of spiritual as well as material devastation, of conquering 
the World in an atomic war looks as if it would be prohibitively high; 
and this consideration is already acting as a perceptible deterrent to any 
impulses to try to impose political unity by the traditional military 
method. Military conquest, however, has never been the exclusive 
means by which empires have been established, and it may be doubted 
whether any of them could have been established by force alone, 
without the support of other agencies. The use of military force on a 
large scale would not be possible without the previous establishment 
of a well-developed system of communications, mental as well as 
physical; and the development of any such system has many effects 
besides that of enabling staff officers to solve their logistical problems. 
Long before it has rea<^ed the point at which it is of practied military 

* This subject hts been touched upon alresdv on pp. 186-204. 

* It is not easy to draft a definition of the state that distinguishes it from another 
ancient institution: slavery. The distinction would be drawn if one could say that slavery 
is ‘a non-voluntary system of personal relations resttne wholly upon force*. But slavery, 
too. can be s system of impersonal relations when it tuea the form of labour on planta¬ 
tions or in factories or the form of public penal servitude; and, on the other hand, when 
slavery ia domestic, it may be maintains partly, or even aiainly, ^ consent on the 
slave’s part. In the Roman and the Islamic versions of the institution there wss not 
much difference in prsctice between the relations of the head of a family with hit slaves 
and his relations with his children. 

> This is, perhaps, what G. Masur has in mind when he dismisses my concept of 
‘universal states' as being illogical (the/ftriorircAeZritrcAnyt, Band 177(1954), pp. 521-2). 
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value, it will have gone far towards producing a consensus of feelings, 
minds, and wills by making people familiar with each other across 
traditional barriers between different societies and different cultures. 
Without some such consensus on the part of its potential subjects, a 
state, even on the smallest scale, could never be established and cer¬ 
tainly could not be maintained. 

The particular point of consensus that has made the establishment 
and maintenance of relatively large empires psychologically possible 
has been a recognition, however reluctant, that a continuance of war, 
revolution, and anarchy in a crescendo movement is a greater evil than 
the forfeiture of cherished peculiarities such as national states, religions, 
languages, and other national manners and customs. In our world in 
our time we can see this recognition gaining ground, and this time over 
a literally world-wide field. It is true that non-Westem subject peoples 
are asserting claims to national independence as against the less than 
world-wide Western colonial empires that, between them, have been 
ruling over so large a part of the human race in recent times. But these 
revolts of the previously subject majority against Western rule arc being 
made in the name of Western political and moral principles, and the 
formerly subject non-Western i>eoples that have already achieved 
national independence are all using their newly won power of self- 
determination to Westernize their social structures and their cultural 
configurations of their own accord. In doing this, they are laying the 
foundations for a single world-wide society and for a uniform world¬ 
wide culture that will take its first shape within a Western-made frame¬ 
work—though, no doubt, it will become less specifically Western in 
complexion as all the cultural heritages of all the extant societies come 
to be the common possession of the whole of mankind. This progressive 
cultural and social unification of the whole human family is bound to 
find some expression on the political plane. The polidt^ expression 
need not necessarily take the form of a central government of the kind 
that has been established in the past as the result of less than world¬ 
wide wars of conquest. The most likely nucleus of a future political 
world order is i>erhaps a central authority exercising an effective world¬ 
wide control over the use of atomic energy and thereby making it 
impossible for any of the atomically armed local states to attack and 
conquer the rest. 

The present movement of world affairs makes the study of past 
empires a matter of practical as well as theoretical interest for us in our 
generation. The empires that have most significance as pointers to the 
possible destiny of mankind are not those established by local states 
within the body social of some single civilization, such as the recent 
colonial empires of Britain, France, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, 
and other modem Western local states, or the similar empires carved 
out of the carcass of the Achacmenian Empire by the successors of 
Alexander the Great. They are those that, like the Roman Empire in the 
Hellenic World or the Maurya Empire in India or the Ch’in-Han 
Empire in China, have given politick unity tx> the whole, or almost 
the whole, of the doniuun of an entire dvili^tion at a stage when this 



310 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
civilization has been brought within sight of dissolution by a series of 
wars and revolutions on a progressively increasing scale of spiritual 
and material destructiveness. 

None of these empires, up to date, has been a ‘universal state* in the 
literal sense, and Jo^ Stra(^ey has suggested^ that 'single state’ would 
be a more i^ormative label for them. The word ‘single’ would, indeed, 
convey the important historical fact that the means by which peace and 
order have been established has been the replacement of a number of 
warring local states by one state embracing all their former territories 
and populations. The word ‘universal’ does, however, convey the 
further important histori<^ fact that these states have actually been 
World-Wide—not objectively, but in the significant subjective sense that 
they have looked and felt world-wide to the people living under their 
regime. It is, of course, one of the radical infirmities of human nature 
that each of us is under constant temptation to equate himself and his 
society and his culture with the Universe. He will be particularly prone 
to fall into this illusion when the society in which he is a participant 
happens, as it does in these cases, to be the carrier of a civilization, since, 
untU the advent of the higher religions, civilizations were the finest, as 
well as the most widely extended, configurations of culture that man¬ 
kind had achieved so far. The Ch’in-Han, Maurya, and Roman empires, 
and all the other known representatives of the same kind of state, did 
seem, to a majority of their respective subject to embrace all peoples 
in the World that were of any account. The Hellenes thought of the 
Roman Empire as being ‘the entire inhabited world’ oikounun/); 
the Chinese thought of ^e Ch’in-Han Empire and its succe^ive avatars 
as being ‘all that is under Heaven’ {T'ien Hsia), or, short of that, as being 
‘the middle kingdom’, surrounded by a supemuous fringe of barbarians 
and hardly less barbarotis exponents of civilizations other than the 
Chinese.* 

Most ‘universal states’, in my sense of the term, have, in fact, been 
heralds of a potential world-state. Besides bei^ 'single states’ from the 
standpoint of participants in the particular civilization whose domain 
has been united politically by one of the states of this kind, most of them 
have included portions of the domain of one or more other civilizations, 
and also portions of their own society’s barbarian hinterlands. More¬ 
over, in the course of time, their originally heterogeneous subjects have 
tended to acquire a sense of solidarity with each other as children of a 
common human family whose unity has been symbolized for them 
politically in the world-state in whi(A they have had the good fortune 
to have been living. From our point of view in our day, the historic 
‘universal states’ may be seen, in retrospect, as having been so many 
preparatory exercises for the eventual est^lishment of a literal univers^ 
state which, though still unachieved, is now, at last, no longer below our 
horizon. 

K. D. Erdmann^ correctly observes that my concept of a ‘\iniversal 

* In ta unpublnhed lener. 

> The c*M of Jtptn under the Tokugawe regime hu been ducuned on p. 307, foot¬ 
note 3. 

9 In Archivfitr Kidtyrgtschicktt, xxziii. Bend, Heft 2 (195X), pp. 224-5. 
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state’ was originally derived from an Hellenic model, and he contends 
that this model—i.e. a ‘universal state’ on the pattern of the Roman 
Empire—is not applicable to empires imposed by conquerors who, in 
their culture, have been aliens from the standpoint of the socie^ to 
which they have given political unity. Presumably Erdmann has in 
mind such ‘universal states’ on my list as the Mongol and Manchu 
empires in China, the Mughal and British empires in India, the Spanish 
Empire in Mexico and Peru, and the Ottoman Empire in Orthodox 
Christendom (apart from Russia), and is contrasting these with the 
Muscovite Empire in Russia, the Aztec and Inca empires in pre- 
Columbian America, the Maurya and Gupta empires in India, and the 
Ch’in-Han, T’ang-Sung, and Ming empires in China, as well as the 
Roman Empire in the Hellenic World. 

No doubt it is true that the resistance always aroused by empire- 
builders is intensified when, in addition to being enemies of a traditional 
parochialism, they also present themselves as ^ens who do not appre¬ 
ciate or even understand the traditional common culture of the com¬ 
munities that they are subjugating. But the last column in my table of 
universal states,* in which I have noted the provenance of their respec¬ 
tive founders, continuators, and restorers, brings out the truth that the 
founders have been ‘metropolitans’, from the heart of the world to 
which they have given political unity, still less frequently than they 
have been ‘aliens’ in the sense of representatives of some o^er civiliza¬ 
tion. Usually they have been either barbariai^, from just outside the pale 
of the society that they have united politically, or else ‘marchmen’, from 
just inside it. The Romans, for instance, were marchmen of the Hellenic 
World, and so were the Illyrians, who re-established the Roman Empire 
after its first collapse. The Ch’in were marchmen of the Sinic World; the 
successive Theban founders of the Egyptiac Middle Empire and New 
Empire were marchmen of the Egyptiac World; the Incas were march- 
men of the Andean World; the AMadian founders and the Babylonian 
Amorite restorers of the Empire of Sumer and Akkad were marchmen 
of the Sumero-Akkadian World, and so were the Chaldaeans who re¬ 
stored this empire again, some eleven hundred years after the time of 
Hammurabi. 

The second founders of the Empire of Sumer and Akkad were 
‘metropolitans’, and so were the Maurya founders and the Gupta 
restorers of a universal state in India. The Mauryas and the Guptas 
both came from Magadha; Ur-Nammu came from Ur. But ‘metropoli¬ 
tan’ founders of universal states have been rare exceptions, and it is not 
diificult to see the reason for this. Communities in the heart of a society’s 
domain are likely to have played prominent parts in its history since an 
early date, and later generations of their human representatives are 
therefore likely to have accumulated arresting memories of the com¬ 
munity’s past glories as a parochial state. Such memories are an 
incubus; and people who are haunted by them are thereby inhibited 
from casting themselves for a new role that will enable them to cope 
with a new situation. The people who find no difficulty in adapting 

* Printed in vi. 337 end in vii. 769. 
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themselves to a new situation are those who have no anachronistic 
memories to paralyse them. In view of this it is not surprising that the 
Hellenic universal state should have been founded, not by the Spartans 
or by the Athenians, but by the Romans, and the Sinic universal state 
not by Ch’i butbyCh’in. On the a}ntrary, it is stirprising that the second 
founder of the Empire of Sumer and Akkad should have come from 
Ur and not from A^hur, and that the non-alien founders and restorers 
of a universal state in India should have come from Bihar and not from 
the Panjab. 

Marchmen are not aliens, but they are the nearest thing to being 
this that it is possible to be for any individual or community within 
a civilization’s pale. Accordingly, marchmen empire-builders draw on 
themselves, from their metropolitan subjects, a large measure of the 
odium that is incurred by empire-builders who are complete outsiders. 
After the Romans had established an unchallengeable ascendancy over 
the rest of the Hellenic World in the course of the years 218-168 B.C., 
it took the Hellenic public more than a quarter of a millennium to 
reconcile itself to Roman rule, and nearly a hundred years more passed 
before an Hellenic man of letters with a Graeco-Roman name, Ptiblius 
Aelius Aristeides, saluted the Roman Empire, in his classic encomium 
In Romam, as the beneficent universal state that had providentially 
saved the Hellenic World when it had been on the verge of self-destruc¬ 
tion. As for the Ch’in regime in China, it made itself $0 odious that it 
survived for only fourteen years after its redoubtable founder had over¬ 
thrown the last of the other independent states of the Sinic World, and 
for only three years after the founder’s death. And, though, by that 
time, a universal state had become such an imperious nec^ity for 
the Sinic Civilization that it had immediately to be rehabilitated, it is 
significant that it was deliberately reconstituted on ostensibly different 
lines, and that the fotmder of this new and far longer-lived Han regime 
was a peasant from the interior. 

The Persians, again, made their entry into civilization as marchmen of 
the Sumero-Al^dian World and as proselytes to its civilization; yet 
this civilization’s contemporary representatives the Babylonians revolted 
against the Achaemenian ‘Realm of the Lands’ again and again; were 
fmally crushed without ever being reconciled; and eventually welcomed 
Alexander the Great as a liberator. The Egyptians, for whom the 
Persians were outright aliens, did not react gainst them more vigor¬ 
ously than the Babylonians did. The Romans, too, were outright 
aliens for the Egyptians, Jews, Syrians, and other non-Hellenic peoples 
south-east of Taurus who had been forcibly incorporated in the Hellenic 
World by Alexander and had afterwards been forcibly prevented by 
Alexander’s Roman successors from breaking away from it. When they 
did at last succeed, in the course of the fifth, sixth, and seventh centuries 
of the Christian Era, in shaking off Roman rule, their long-repressed 
resentment burst out as fiiriomly as the Eastern Orthodox Christian 
peoples’ resentment against Ottoman rule when they succeeded in 
sha^g this off in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.* 

* In both these esses the successful insurgent movements found their inspiration in 
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In the light of this analysis, Erdmann’s distinction between universal 
states of indigenous origin and those of alien origin turns out, I should 
say, not to have the significance that Erdmann attaches to it. All 
universal states have provoked both resentment and gratitude in 
different quantities at different stages; and, though the differences 
between their respective experiences in this matter have been great, 
they have been not more than differences of degree. The criterion by 
which universal states should be appraised and classified is not the pro¬ 
venance of their founders; it is the service that they have performed for 
their subjects. 


25. UNIVERSAL CHURCHES 

Like the historic ‘universal states', the historic ‘universal churches’ 
have been universal, so far, not in the literal meaning of the word, but 
in the belief and expectation of Uieir adherents. They have been the 
institutional vehicles of missionary religions whose exponents have set 
out to convert the whole of manl^d. The vigour and success of their 
missionary work has been proportionate to the degree in which their 
adherents have succeeded in changing over from a traditional national 
outlook to a revolutioiuuy oecumeni<^ one.* 

A generic application of the word ‘church’ is convenient, but is 
perhaps misleading, for the reasons that have been suggested dready.^ 

26. SCEPTICISM 

I have already defined my usage of this word in this volume.^ 1 mean 
by it, not disl^lief in the human intellect’s capacity to apprehend 
Reality, but disbelief in the existence of any alleged clement in Reality, 
or aspect of it, that cannot be apprehended by reasoning. In this usage 
‘scepticism’ is a synonym for ‘rationalism’, which brings out ‘ration^- 
ism’s negative side. 


27. RATIONALISM 

1 have already defined my usage of this word, too, in this volume.^ 
I mean by it a belief in the human intellect’s capacity to apprehend 
Reality, coupled with a disbelief in the validity of any alleged knowledge 
that has not been, and could not have been, acquired in the first place, and 
subsequently verified, by reasoning. 

28. AGNOSTICISM 

I have already defined my usage of this word, too, in this volume.^ 
I mean by it a recognition and acknowledgement of ignorance about 

new ideologies. The Greeks end Serbs revolted from the Ottomui Empire and against 
Islam in the name of modem Western nationaliam; the Egypdtna and Syrians revolted 
against the Roman Empire and against the 'Melchite' ('Imperialist') version of Chris- 
uanity in the successive names of Neatorian Christianity, Monophysite Christianity, 
and Islam. i See pp. 84 and 85-8S. > On pp. 307-8. 

1 On p. 60, footnote i. * On p. 72, footnote 3. 

i On p. 98, footnote a. 
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Reality, not in so far as the human intellect is able to apprehend Reality 
by reasoning, but about Reality beyond the limits of the human intel¬ 
lect’s reach through the operations of which it is capable. In regard to 
this unknown possible sphere, or dimension, of Reality, rationaUsm, as 
I have defined rationalism, is dogmatically sceptical. The rationalist’s 
stand is accurately described, in caricature, in words that are put into 
Benjamin Jowett’s mouth in a celebrated rhyme: ‘What I don’t know 
is not knowledge.’ The agnostic agrees with the rationalist in holding 
that what I do know is knowledge, but holds, in opposition to the 
rationalist, that what I do not and cannot ‘know’—in the sense of 
‘apprehend by reasoning’—may, nevertheless, be real, and, what is 
more, may be the essence of Reality and the hidden key to the full 
understanding of those fragments of it that the human reason can grasp. 
While agreeing with the rationalist that we cannot know the unknow¬ 
able, the agnostic docs not think that our knowledge, so far as this ex- 
ten(te, warrants a denial of the possibility that human beings may receive 
genuine intintations of the unknowable through non-intellectual 
channels—for instance, those channels, whatever they may be, that are the 
founts of poetry and of prophetic vision. The agnostic recognizes that 
the genuineness of such intimations cannot be ‘proved’ by reasoning; 
but, for this very reason, he holds, as against the dopnatic rationalist, 
that it also cannot be ‘disproved’ by reasoning, f have called the 
agnostic in my sense of the word a ‘trans-rationalist’, because he goes 
with the rationalist all the way that the rationalist goes, but does not 
believe that the limits of the human reason’s reach are necessarily the 
limits of the human soul’s possibilities of understanding. A more 
familiar synonym for ‘agnostic’ in my sense would be ‘Platonist*. 


VIII. THE RELATION BETWEEN MAN AND 
HIS ENVIRONMENT 

I N a previous chapter* I have taken note of criticisms of my practice 
(one not peculiar to me) of treating Man and his environment as two 
distinct entities. I have agreed that, in reality, they constitute one 
indivisible whole, and that it is a misrepresentation of Reality to draw 
the distinction between them. But, while admitting this, I have made 
the proviso that we must continue to distinguish them from each other 
if we are to continue to study the monolithic reality that is analysed, for 
‘operational’ purposes, into th^e two components. 'It is only in the 
interaction of Man and his environment that the basic elements of his¬ 
tory can be found.’* At the same time I have taken Spate’s point that 
‘the fects of geography are the facts as they are approached’.* ^The term 


t Chapter VI, pp. 146-8. 

> M. R. Cohen: Th 4 cf Human History, p. 171. 

> O. H. K. Spate in The Gaogr^hieal Jcvrnal, vol. cxviii, Part 4 (December, 195*), 
p. 419, quoted on p. 147. 
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environment refers always to a body of facts relative to a particular focus 
or perspective.’* 

An objectively identical geographical ‘set-up’ will offer a promising 
environment to one group of human beings, whose social structure and 
cultural configuration put it within their power to turn this particular 
geographical ^set-up’ to account, while it will offer only a bleak and 
niggardly environment, or no environment at all, to other groups with 
other organizations and equipments. These other groups may be at 
opposite extremes of the social and cultural scale from each other. They 
may be either too poorly equipped or too demanding in their expecta¬ 
tions to make anything of what might be a golden opportunity for some 
third party. For instance, both a New York business man and a Palaeo¬ 
lithic hunter or food-gatherer would be in danger of starving if marooned 
on a derelict Javanese paddyfield. Neither of them would be able to 
make anything of what had been a cornucopia for a rice-cultivating 
Javanese peasant. Though one cannot in practice treat Man’s environ¬ 
ment as being indistinguishable from Man himself, one can and must 
regard the potentialities of a geographical ‘set-up’ as being relative to a 
particular human group’s capacity for making something of them.^ 

This point has been made by Spate apropos of Man’s relation to 
non-human nature; but it is equally pertinent to Man’s relation to his 
fellow human beings. A human being’s environment can be analysed 
into two sectors, the geographical and the social. This analysis, like all 
analyses, may be misleading. ‘The environment of every human being 
and the context of every human action contains human and non¬ 
human elements inextricably intertwined.’^ Yet the distinction is also 
perhaps useful and certainly necessary. In any case it is true of the social, 
no less than of the geographical, sector of Man’s environment that the 
facts ‘are the facts as they are approached’. An objectively identical 
social ‘set-up’ will offer a promising environment to one individual,^ or 
to one group or class of people, while others will be able to make little 
or nothing of it. The potentialities will be relative to the character, 
ability, social and cultural heritage, education (in the broadest sense), 
and personal experience of each individual who finds himself in this 
situation. 

If we accept this point, it raises a question. Suppose that we had an 
exhaustive knowledge of both the geographical or social ‘set-up’ and 
the person or people encountering it: a^owledge, that is to say, which 
covered everything in each of the two parties that was relevant to the 
encounter between them: Should wc then be able to predict the outcome 
of this encounter ? I myself do not believe that we should. I believe that 
necessity, in the sense of a predetermined and therefore potentially 
predictable nexus of cause and effect, is not all-pervasive in the struc¬ 
ture of Reality. I believe that Reali^ has in it a vein of something 
genuinely unpredetermined and therefore intrinsically unpredictable. 

t Cohen, op. cit., p. 171. 

* Thie hu ocen onervednot only by Spate but alao by M. R. Cohen, op. cit., pp. 160-3. 

3 Cohen, op. cit., p. lyx. 

* *A tingle human being is the ultimate “environed unit"' (H. and M. ^rout; 
MilUu Relatiomhip HypoVmis in the Context InUmatumal PoHtict, p. i^. 
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At the inanimate level this can perhaps be described only negatively as a 
vein of indeterminacy. At the human level, in beings endowed with a 
measure of consciousness, reasoni^ power, and will, the same vein dis¬ 
plays itself as freedom of choice. This freedom is not, of course, abso¬ 
lute. It is limited by the pressure of external forces, non-human and 
human, that are not under the control of the human party to the en¬ 
counter. It is also limited by the spiritual history, up to date, of the 
person to whom the choice is offered. As Bagby points out, in the train 
of many previous students of ethics, human ireedom is not non- 
determination; it is self-determination.* ‘We choose what we prefer; it 
is meaningless to say that we can choose what we do not prefer.’^ 
Indeed, if we could, it is difficult to see what would distinguish human 
choice from the sheer senseless haphazard indeterminacy that is the 
form apparently taken by non-necessity when this displays itself in 
inanimate nature. Thus human freedom is in any case limited. But its 
apparent play, within these limits, raises the question whether it is 
genuine as far as it goes or whether it is altogether illusory. 

I myself believe ffiat it is genuine within its apparent limits. I also 
believe that the occasions on which it comes into play are laid bare by 
the ‘heuristic’ intellectual operation of mentally dissecting an indivisible 
reality into two entities, ‘Man’ and ‘environment’, that have encounters 
with each other. In laying bare these occasions of freedom, this particular 
mental dichotomy does, I believe, bring to light a genuine—and, if 
genuine, evidently most important—feature in the nature of Reality. 
Choice means the creation of something new.^ In the first volume of 
this book I illustrated the ideas of novelty, creation, and choice from 
mythology,* and I declared my conviction that, on these points, 
mythology is illuminating.* In thus avowing myself to be a believer in an 
at least partial freedom of human wills, I was, of course, taking sides in 
an ancient but so hir undecided philosophical controversy. 

In another chapter of the same volume^ I tried to prove my case. I 
tried to demonstrate, by examples, that the challenge of an identical 
‘set-up’ did not invariably evol^ an identical response from identically 
endowed and equipped human beings to whom this ‘set-up’ offered a 
potential environment. If this attempted demonstration of mine had 
held water, it would, I should say, have proved that, in an encounter, 
something comes into play that is not present in the previous ‘make-up’ 
of either party to the encounter, and that this intervention of something 
new is the decisive factor in determining the outcome. I am still con¬ 
vinced that this is the truth, but I have also been convinced, partly by 
new archaeological evidence, and partly by criticisms from Spate,'' that 
I have not succeeded in giving a cogent demonstration of the validity of 
my tenet. 

For example, I tried to demonstrate^ that the particular potential 

> Cvlture and History, 63. > Ibid., p. 65. 

) The concept of creation’, which invoivet the meaning of the word ‘new’, has been 
diaeuased on pp. asa-4. ^ i. 271-99. 

» i. 399-302. * L 249-71. 

7 In Toywoe and History, pp. 2S7-304, and in Tfu Ctegraphitai youmal, vol. cxviii. 
Part 4 (December, 1952), pp. 406-28. * In i. 256-8. 
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environment offered by the Nile in Egypt was not the positive factor 
to which the genesis of Ae Egyptiac Civiliaation was due. I argued this by 
citing what I then believed to be evidence that there were other river 
valleys, offering potential environments similar to that offered by the 
lower Nile valley, in which no civilization had ever come to birth, 
though some of them had eventually been turned to account by pioneers 
of civilizations that had come to birth elsewhere. I observed that the 
lower valley of the Tigris and Euphrates did offer a similar potential 
environment; that here an independent civilization, similar to and more 
or less coeval with the Egyptiac, had come to birth; and that this was 
evidence, so far as it went, in favour of the thesis that civilizations are 
products of geographical 'set-ups’. But, taking a cue from Eduard 
Meyer,* I went on to say that no independent civilization had come to 
birth in the Jordan valley, in the lower Mississippi valley and delta, 
or in the valleys of the Colorado and the Rio Grande. Apropos of the 
Jordan valley, I quoted Meyer’s statement that 

*the Jordan valley between DetSe’an and Pella, the Ghor, a broad deep 
rift between mountain walls, with a glowing hot climate, lay completely 
desolate [in the sixteenth century b.c.] and has remained as good as un¬ 
inhabited to-day’. 

I then quoted Meyer’s judgement that 

'much light is thrown on national character {Volkscharakter)* by the fact 
that here the attempt has never been made—as it has been made under the 
substantially similar conditions in the Nile valley—to take advantage of 
the soil and to render it productive by systematic irrigation. It is only 
when we draw this comparison that we become fully able to appreciate 
the energy with which the Egyptians have made their country the most 
productive agricultural country in the World for thousands of years on 
end.’ 

On reconsideration, I do not think I am to blame for having accepted 
Eduard Meyer’s statement and judgement at the time. I was writing 
my first volume in 1930, two years after the publication of the volume 
of Meyer’s book from which I was quoting, sixteen years before the 
publication of Nelson Glueck’s The River Jordan, and twenty-two 
years before the beginning of Miss Kenyon’s work at Jericho. The 
point that Meyer was making, as I interpret the passage, was that, 
notwithstanding the formidable heat in a rift valley far below sea-level, 
it is likely that the prehistoric ancestors of the historical Egyptians 
would have made of the Jordan valley something like what they did 
make of the lower Nile v^ley if the bluffs on wWch they had settled 
had happened to be those overlooking the Ghor and not those over¬ 
looking the section of the Nile valley that their historical labours even¬ 
tually transformed into Upper Egypt. Here Meyer was showing an 

I In Gttdtiehte des Aherttatu, vol. ii (1), and «d. (Stuttgart and Berlin 1938, Cotta), 
p. 96, and in vol. i (i) 4th ed. (Stuttgart and Berlin i9ai. Cotta), p. 65. 

* Aa I mentioned in quoting in the firat volume of this book, I myaelf would 

attribute the auccesaful human response to the challenge of the lower Nile valley, not to 
a hypothetical fixed 'national character’, but to a parucular human effort to cope with 
a particular emergency. 
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intuition which was not put off the scent by his (to my mind, unwarrant¬ 
able and mistaken) postulate of a fixed Egyptian national character. He 
was showing surprise that the Jordan valley should not (as he believed) 
have been turned to account by human enterprise, in spite of its 
daunting climate. Accepting the contrast, as Meyer had stated it, 
between the respective histories of the Jordan v^ey and the Nile 
valley, I interpreted this as indicatine that the outcome of an encounter 
between human enterprise and a difficult geographical environment 
has, in at least one pair of instances, been non-uniform, and that it is 
therefore intrinsically unpredictable. In the light of the state of knowledge 
at the time, I do not thi^ that either Meyer’s statement, or my reading 
of its significance, was unreasonable. 

Meyer, however, has been taken to task by a great scholar of my 
generation, W. F. Albright, in a book published in 1949,' at a date when 
Glueck had carried out his explorations and had published the results. 

‘In 1928 [Albright writes], the greatest ancient historian of modem 
times, l^uard Me>er, wrote, two years after visiting the Jordan valley fo r 
the first time in his life—unfortunately in the early autumn—that the 
Jordan valley south of Beth-shan and Pella was absolutely barren, “burning 
hot between its mountain walls”, and that no attempt had ever been made 
in pre-Roman times to make the soil productive by systematic irrigation I 
No one who reads Nelson Glueck’s vivid account of the very same district 
. . . can fail to see how completely archaeological research has disproved 
this off-hand impression of the great historian.*^ 

This criticism of Meyer’s dictum has been justified, more sensa¬ 
tionally than Albright could have foreseen when he wrote and pub¬ 
lished it, by Miss Kenyon’s subsequent discoveries at Jericho. So far 
from having been left undeveloped till the sixteenth century b.c. or till 
the Roman Age, the Jordan valley has been occupied and cultivated by 
irrigation for at least twice as long, up to date, as either the lower Nile 
valley or the lower valley of the Tigris and Euphrates. Miss Kenyon 
finds^ that the beginnings of Jericho must have been not much later 
chan the end of the pleistocene period—that is to say, not much later 
than 10,000 B.C. The Jordan v^ey has been cultivated, on and off, 
from that day to this, and the interruptions are attributed, by both Miss 
Kenyon and Dr. Albright, not to osdllations in the local climate, but to 
barbarian invasions from the eastern desert. In other words, the history 
of the Jordan valley, like the history of the Tigris-Euphrates valley, 
tells against, not for, my hypothesis that encounters between com¬ 
parable parties under comparable conditions have not always had 
similar outcomes. 

Spate has taken issue with me over this question of the significance 
of the Jordan valley’s history, but here he, too, has gone astray—and 
this with less excuse, I should say, than I or Eduard Meyer had, since 
Spate published his two critiques of my work in 1952 and 1953 when 
both Giueck’s and Albright’s books were already accessible to ffim, and 

I Tht Arehatology of PaUttuu (Harmoodiwoith 1949, Penguin). 

1 Albright, op. clt., pp. 25t-a. > K. Kenyon: up Jericho, p. 75. 
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when the main findings of the excavations at Jericho were already 
public knowledge than^ to progress reports in the press. Yet Spate in 
1952 and 1953 accepted Meyer’s statement as correct, as I had accepted 
it in 1930-4. He, too, assumed that the Jordan valley had never been 
irrigated, and found the explanation of this in the cli^te of the Ghor 
and in the physiography of the Jordan valley, which he contrasts with 
the situation in Egypt. 

‘The Jordan ... has only i per cent of the annual discharge of the Nile, 
with nothing comparable to the Nile flood regime, while its valley is far 
less well endowed than that of the Nile as regards both terrain (much of 
which is dissected) and soils. Many of these are coarse and porous and lie 
on terraces well out of reach of irrigation; to say nothing of the stimulating 
climate of a walled-in valley 1000 feet below sea-level. All Palestine has 
about 1000 cubic metres of water per inhabitant (about millions), 
against 5000 cubic metres of Nile water for each of Egypt’s 17 million 
people.' The further comparisons with the Nile overlook '^e structure of 
its ^ley, in which coarser sediments are trapped in the upper basins, but 
not the fine basaltic silts brought by the Blue Nile.... uniqueness of 
the Nile flood region and the Etesian winds, so important to the navigation 
which held together the Egyptian Civilixation, are not so much as men¬ 
tioned: perhaps for good reason; for, once the Nile is recognised as unique, 
one of Toynbee’s main arguments against environmentalism falls to 
pieces forthwith.’* ‘Even the Euphrates-Tigris environment is only 
generically, not specifically, akin to the Nilotic.’* 

In these passages Spate shoots wide of the mark in one case and 
overplays his hand in another. 

His ironical quip about ‘the stimulating climate of a walled-in valley 
1000 feet below sea-level’ invites the crushing retort that, during the 
first 6,000 of the last 12,000 years, Jericho was, so far as wc yet Imow, 
the only place in the World where a state of culture that might be called 
civilization was already a going concern. His facts and figures arc beside 
the point. He has overlooked the obvious consideration that, after the 
Ghassulian period, i.e. since about 3500 B.C., 

‘settlements in the Jordan valley were nearly always established at the 
entrances of the valleys, near perennial streams and springs which are still 
sources of water.’* 

The cultivation of a piece of the Jordan valley by irrigation from the 
^ring at Jericho antedates the cultivation of another piece of it at 
Ghassul by some five or six thousand years. The water that irrigated 
the fields round Ghassul may have been drawn from the Jordan, which 
flovra between fiat banks for those last few miles above its debouchure 
into the Dead Sea, but it may also have been drawn from a lateral 
stream that flowed out farther into the Jordan valley in the first half 
of the fourth millennium B.c. than at any time since. The abandonment 
of Ghassul may have been due to increasing difiiculties in drawing the 

> *E. C. Wiliam: “Some Geographical Factors in the Palestine Problem”, in Th« 
CtogrMhUalyowital, vol. cviii <1047), pp. 145-79; reference at p. 166.* 

> Tm Gtogrophieal Journal, vof. cit., p. 410. 

* Toynbtt ana History, p. 299. * Albright, op. cit., p. 69. 
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water, whatever its source, or it may ha^'c been due to a barbarian in¬ 
vasion.^ In any case, archaeoloncal exploration has now made it clear 
that the water with which the Jordan valley has been irrigated, on and 
oil, for the last twelve thousand years has seldom, if ever, been drawn 
from the Jordan River. I took this point myself when, in July 1957, I 
had an opportunity of crossing the Jordan vaUey several times at different 
places, and visiting Jericho among other sites on its door. By that date 
I could already have learnt the facts, as Spate could have learnt them 
in 1952, from authoritative accounts of them in accessible publications. 
Geographers, as well as historians, are fallible; and Spate’s failure to 
keep his knowledge of the Jordan valley’s history up to date would have 
been venial if the tone of his criticism had not been supercilious. 

Again, Spate’s assertion* that the geographical *sct-up’ in the Nile 
valley is 'unique’ seems to be unwarrantably sweeping. V. G. Childe 
points out* that the lower Tigris-Euphrates valley, too, was ‘periodi¬ 
cally inundated by floods’, though he also notes^ that these were not so 
reg^ar or ao well-timed for agricultural operations as the annual inunda¬ 
tion of the Nile was, and that ‘only the wide marshy delta offered the 
challenge and reward that had evoked the artificial environment of 
Sumerian cities.... South of Cairo the narrow valley through the barren 
desert plateaux has analogies, real but remote, with Sumer.’ If the 
picture here drawn by Childe is correct, Egypt and Sumer, in their re¬ 
spective states of nature, had too much in common with each other to 
warrant our considering either of them to have been unique. Moreover, 
if Spate were right in claiming uniqueness for Egypt, we should have to 
condude that what is unique about the Nile valley is what determined the 
birth of a dvilizadon there, and consequently that the British school of 
diffusionists were right in holding that the genesis of dvilization in Egypt 
was a unique event and that all me dvilization that there has ever been, 
either in the Old World or in the New World, has been propagated 
by prospectors fanning out from an original base of operations in the 
unique Egyptian cradle of dvilization.* By the years 1952-3, when 
Spate w'as writing the two papers from which I have been quoting, the 
progress of archaeological discovery was already pointing in other 
directions. It was proving that, in the Jericho oasis in the Jordan valley, 
civilization is twice as old as it is anywhere else in the World, not 
exduding the lower valleys of the Nile and the Tigris-Euphrates. And 
it was also showing that in the lower Nile valley, when the local Neo¬ 
lithic culture did at last blossom into dvilization, it did so under a 
stimulus from an already achieved dvilization in the lower Tigris- 
Euphrates valley. Thus, if it were true that the geographical ‘set-up’ in 
the lower Nile valley offered a ‘unique’ opportunity for transforming it 
into an environment for a civilization, this would have to be reconciled 
with the fact that the human occupants of other, in themselves less 
favourable, geographical ‘set-ups’ were the first in the racc.^ 

^ Albright, op. cit^ loc. cit. 

* la ToyrAtt and History, p. 300, u well at in Tfu Ceofr^Jiual youmol, loc. cit. 

) In What HabptHti in HuUn. p. 89. * Ibid., p. 113. 

* A critiquo of this theory wiu be found in this book ,L 321-3. 

Spate himself, in the psssages quoted above, has pointed out the advantages offered 
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However, my concern with Spate is, not to return his fire, but to 
follow out the second thoughts into which I have been stung by the 
stimulating shot with which he has peppered me. He has given me food 
for thought; for, though his criticism of my reading of the Jordan 
valley’s history misses fire, he has made effective criticisms of my 
attempt’ to reconstruct the state of the lower Nile valley as it was before 
Man cleared, drained, and cultivated it, on the analogy of the present 
state of the upper basin of the White Nile along the Bahr-al-Jabal and 
the Bahr>az>Zaraf. 


'There is obviously a good deal in this, but is the emphasis on the 
severity of the challenge, one of Toynbee’s leading motifs, really valid ? 
Assuming that the ecological reconstruction is correct, the comparison of 
the valley bottom in Egypt with the swamps of the Bahr>el-Ghazal leaves 
out of the reckoning the ^l-important difference in scale between a strip of 
marsh lo or 15 miles wide, which can actually be overlooked from the firm 
ground on either side (ground which provided settlement-sites with tool- 
and building-stone), and on the other hand vast swamps ten times as wide and 
with no compensating advantages. There is an obvious difference in tracta- 
bility, not to mention the point already made about the river navigation, and 
later the accessibility of copper and other minerals lacking in the Sudan.’* 


Spate also draws a telling contrast between the geographical 'set-up’ 
in the Nile basin on the one hand and in the Colorado and Rio Grande 
basins on the other, in opposition to Eduard Meyer’s thesb, adopted 
by me, that ‘the great river valleys of America ... could just as well nave 
become centres of the development of higher civiUxation as the valleys 
of the Nile, Euphrates, and Hwangho’. 

'Hardly any of the basin of the 1750 miles long Colorado has over 
20 inches of rain; contrast this with the 40-80 inches of the Blue and White 
Nile catchments in Abyssinia and Uganda. The topography of the Nile and 
the Colorado basins is different in the extreme; the Colorado is much more 
broken, but there is nothing like the staggered series of tributaries above 
Khartoum, with the Blue Nile ponding back the White and prolonging the 
period of high water. The vegetation cover of the more humid parts of the 
Nile basin, and its lakes and marshes, are far more efficient regulators of run¬ 
off than the vegetation of the Colorado. In tlie Nile basin rainfall is either 
almost non-existent or ffdls fairly steadily in well-defined seasons; in the 
Colorado as a whole there is more rain than on the lower Nile, but much of 
it falls in irregular violent downpours, and erosion is intense. The Rio Grande 
approximates more nearly to the Colorado than to the Nile, though it is 
not a very close approximation. Neither the Colorado (obviously) nor the 


by Upper E^ypt as a site for the establishment of a ctviUzation: an abundant water 
supply; a navinble river with a prevailing up-stream wind ^ a manageably limited area of 

B oteotiallv cultivable land to reclaim: a ro^ rim, affording sites for habiution above 
ood-tcvel and stone for mskii^ toou. Of these advantara, the Jordan valley offered 
the last two only; the lower Tigris-Euphrates basin the nrst only. The lomr Tigris- 
Euphrates basin was so distant from sources of stone and metal that the pioneers on 
this vast expanse of alluvium were reduced to making their tools out of ultra<hs^- 
baked clay in an age when the older seata of culture to the north were already using 
metal tools (R. J. Braidwood: The Star Bast and th« Fotmdetima of Civilixatim, p. 33I. 
Yet Jericho, in the Jordan valley, won the race for civilization; Sumer came in.aecond; 
Egypt came in only third. 

• Ini. 311-15. 

* The GtographuaJ Journal, vol. cit., p. 412. Cp. Toynbee and History, pp. 298 and 
300-1. 
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Rio Grande oflfers anything like the potentialities for navigation which are 
found on the Nile, with its peculiar advantage of the Etesian winds blow- 
ing upstream; and the role of the river as a lughway (which Toynbee does 
not so much as mention)* was only second to its value for irrigation in the 
development of Egyptian civilization. 

Tn both the Colorado and the Rio Grande there are doubtless some 
broad and general analogies to the Nile; but they are far from “offering 
the environmental conditions" of Egypt, and the differences are very 
significant from the cultural point of view. The most fundamental are 
that the Nile has a unique advantage in its flood-regime, and that in its 
Nile basin “the coarse stuff is caught in the suiUcen fault-blodc depres¬ 
sions into which the Upper Nile flows" (the fine and fertile basaltic silt of 
the Blue Nile passes on), while “the Tigris and the Colorado, fresh frx>m 
the canyon, are ditch-chokers".’* 

Thus Spate’s pair of papers raises for me the question: Where have 
I gone wrong? In choosing river valleys as my field for investigation, 
did I make a good choice, and is the reason why the result has been 
unsatisfying, nevertheless, because, as Spate has shown, 'the essential 
step of detailed verification of hypothesis against fact has been sketchy’ ?* 
Or has my error lain in not taking account of all the elements in this 
’set-up’ and of their relations with each other? Or did I make a bad 
choice, in the sense that I chose a ’set-up’ that was highly complex, 
when I could have found a simpler one, in which it might have been 
less difficult to make sure that one had isolated all the relevant elements 
and had taken adequate account of all of them in their mutual relations ? 
Did I also make a bad choice in choosing a field in which we do not know 
enough about the several human parties to the encounter in the several 
different instances to be able to tell whether or not they were truly 
comparable in endowment and equipment at the time when their respec¬ 
tive encounters with a river valley took place ? Or is demonstration by 
this comparative method inherently in^ssible because, when one is 
dealing in terms of human beings and of geography, it is never possible 
to be sure that, in reconstructing the parties to the encounter in a 
number of different cases, one has really isolated properly comparable 
examples on either side ? 

I plead guilty to the charge of not having carried out a detailed 
verification on the lines that Spate indicates, and also to the charge that 
in any given case I have taken into consideration only one or two of the 
factors in the physical setting, and that ‘the idea of ^e environment as 
an indivisible complex of all these frictors .. . hardly ever appears’.'* I 
leave it as an open question whether, if my investigation had not been 
inadequate, as it has been, in these two ways, my choice of river valleys 
for my field would have been a specially good or bad one. The fourth 
question is the fundamental one, and 1 will approach it by applying 
the same train of reasoning in two other fields, in order to counteract 

■ It t« mentioned in vol. vit, p. 8t, footnote i.'—A. J. T. 

* Tojmbu and History, pp. 299-300, quoting ). Ruuell Smith end M. Ogden Phillips: 
North Amerua (New York X042, Harcouit Brsce^. p. 599, footnote t6. 

* Ths Gtofr^/acol yourfuu, vol. cit. p. 410. Lake • boocnertng this criticism hits the 
critic as well u his target in their eoco^later over the Jordan vall^. 

4 Ibid., vol. cit., p. 41a. 
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the chance that the field of river valleys may have been an unusually 
complex one. Let us see how we fare u we apply the same method of 
reasoning to the opening up of the western basin of the Mediterranean 
in the last millennium B.c. and to the Western Industrial Revolution 
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries of the Christian Era. 

In each 01 these two fields we have the advantage of dealing with a 
single *set'up’—a geographical one in the first field and a sodo- 
economic one in the second—which confronted all the human corn- 
petitors alike and in which all of them alike were free to try their 
fortunes. Obviously this is, in itself, a simpler situation than that of 
the river valleys. In these the several competitors were confronted 
with different river valleys which were deemed by Eduard Meyer and 
by me to be uniform in all points relevant to their human occupants’ 
encounters with them, but which, as Spate has shown, may have 
differed from each other in points that made all the difference to the 
circumstances of the encounter in each case. In the opening>up of the 
Western Mediterranean and in the making of the Industrial Revolution 
some of the human competitors were conspicuously more successful 
than others. If it were to be ascertained that the successful and unsucces- 
ful competitors all had the same endowment and equipment for meeting 
what, in these two fields, really was an identical challenge, then it would 
have been demonstrated that, with uniformly identical conditions on 
both sides, the result of the encounter was different in different instances: 
in other words, that the relation between the factors in the encounter 
and the outcome of the encounter was not a relation of cause and effect. 

In the opening up of the Western Mediterranean the Canaanite and 
the Hellenic competitors (leaving the enigmatic Etruscans out of ac¬ 
count) were like each other in being people with a maritime tradition who 
were organized politically in city-states. Why, then, were some active, 
and others inactive, in the West Mediterranean maritime enterprise? 
The Phoenicians embarked on it, but not their neighbours the Philistines 
farther down the coast of Canaan, though the Philistines had been one of 
the * Sea Peoples* who had made the Volkerwanderung in the early years 
of the twelfth century b.c. The Achaeans took part, but not the ^eans; 
the Locrians, Chalddians, and Eretrians, but not the Boeotians; the 
Megarians, but not the Athenians; the Corinthians, but not the Argives; 
the Phocaeans, but not the Erythraeans; the Milesians, but not the 
Ephesians. We cannot explain why some of these communities did and 
others did not take part in the overseas enterprise by the hypothesis that 
those who abstained were relatively rich, and those who participated were 
relatively poor, in agricultural resources at home. Tim hypothesis will 
not fit the facts. It is true that the enterprising Phoenicians, Achaeans, 
Locrians, Corinthians, Phocaeans, and Milesians had comparatively 
small agricultural resources, and also true that the unenterprising 
Philistines, Boeotians, Argives, and Ephesians had comparatively 
large agricultural resources. But so had the enterprising Chalcidians 
and Eretrians (they kept on fighting each other for the rich Lelan- 
tine Plain in their homeland Euboea); and the Megarians, too, were not 
badly off for good agricultural land at home. On the other hand, the 
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Athenians, who were conspicuously tmcnterprising in this period of 
Hellenic history, though ultra-enterprising both before and after, were 
also conspicuously badly off, in all periods, for good agricultural land at 
home. In short, in the Hellenic case, at any rate, the enterprising group 
and the unenterprising group each included both agriculturally poor 
and agriculturally rich communities. Each of these groups, therefore, 
may be taken as l^ing a fair sample of its society in that age. And, if this 
is granted, then we do seem to have, here, a case in which an identical 
chrilenge did evoke non-identical responses from different sets of 
recipients of the challenge who, at any rate on the average, had an 
identical social and cultu^ ‘make-up’. 

The same train of reasoning may be applied in the field of the modern 
Western Industrial Revolution. Eighteenth-century Western Europe 
was inhabited by a number of peoples with approximately the same 
endowment and the same equipment, cultural and technological. The 
intercourse between them at the time was active and intense, so that 
the achievements of any one of them could be adopted rapidly by any of 
the rest. Why, then, was the Industrial Revolution made in Britain, not 
in France, and in Belgium, not in Holland ? And why was Germany, with 
the Ruhrgebiet and Upper Silesia in her pocket, so slow in pulling them 
out and turning their industrial potentialities to account? If we have 
made sure that the late-eighteenth-century West European peoples are 
truly comparable in all points that are rrievant to the making of the 
Industrial Revolution or to the failure to make it, then wc seem, here, 
to have another field in which uniform antecedents have been followed 
by diverse consequences. 

But can we guarantee In this case that the endowments and equip¬ 
ments of the human parties were truly identical for the purpose of our 
particular comparison of them? I myself have cited* the well-known 
fact that 'in the eighteenth century, after the union of England and 
Scotland in a.d. 1707, Great Britain was the largest sii^le free-trade 
area in the World’, and-have made, in my turn, the well-worn point that 
'undoubtedly this was one of the principal reasons why Great Britain 
forged ahead of all her neighbours in her economic development before 
the eighteenth century was over’. In fact, closer inspection shows that, 
after all, the France of the ancien regime was not on a par with Great 
Britain in a matter that goes at least some way towards explaining why 
Great Britain, not France, was the European country in which the 
Industrial Revolution was made. 

If we apply the moral of this concltision to the geographical field of 
investigation, it justifies Spate’s observation* that, in order to carry out 
my test imder conditions in which its results would have validity, *it 
would be essential to construct a model (in the economists’ sense) in 
which all variables except physical setting are reduced to uniformities, 
and moreover the variations in the physical setting are themselves 
merely and strictly repetitive’. Spate and, indeed, any other critic will 
always be able to show that this requirement has not been met by me 
or, indeed, by any ocher inquirer. 

^ In iv. i7». * In Tfu Ctographicclyournal, vol. dt. p. 4x1. 
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Spate has, so it seems to me, done more than show that one particu¬ 
lar Miever in the genuineness of freedom has failed to prove his case. 
He has shown, I should say, that this case is intrinsically unprovable, 
and, if he has indeed shown this, he has also shown that, for the same 
reason, the determinist’s case, too, is intrinsically unprovable.* 

Spate’s logical weapon is a penetrating and far-ranging one. It is a 
reminder that, when we are reasoning in terms, not of abstractions, but 
of phenomena, we are never in a position to guarantee that we have 
succeeded in insulating the relevant points, all of these, and nothing 
but these, and are consequently never in a position to guarantee that 
the entities which we are bringing into comparison are properly com¬ 
parable for the purpose of our investigation. When the phenomenon 
with which we are concerned is an encounter, our diihculties are 
doubled, because here there are two sets of entities within each of which 
a uniformity, in all points relevant to the encounter, has to be guaran¬ 
teed, as between the several examples in each set, if our reasoning is to 
hold good. On the one side we must be able to guarantee that the human 
individuals, communities, or societies that receive, and respond to, a 
challenge have identical endowments and equipments for dealing with 
the ‘set-up’ that offers itself as a potential environment for them. On the 
other side we must be able to guarantee that this ‘set-up’ offers itself in 
an identical form in each case. However far we may succeed in going in 
our search for sets of identical examples on either side, we shall never be 

■ In these two papers about my work Spate does not ditcloac where he himself stands 
in the controversy, ne it critical of 'poastbilism', which is, if I understand right, the 
doctrine of a school of geoffraphers who hold that Man has a considerable latitude of 
choice in responding to the challenge of a geographical ‘set-up*. As H. and M. Sprout 
put it, poftsibilists believe that tho environment contains both oppominitics and limita¬ 
tions—neither of them more than potential till Man takes action (op. cit., p. 40). 
‘Calculation of what b possible is not to be compared with prediction of what will m 
attempted* (ibid., p. 44). *Po«sibilbm does not provide sny approach whatever to explana¬ 
tion or to prediction of motivation, choice, and deebion’ (ibid., p. 48). At the asme time, 
it evidently doea allow room for some measure of free plsy of human wills. In Spate's 
view 'it does not seem certain that "iMsibilbm”, as often undentood (or misunderstood), 
b the automatic alternative to a rigorous environmentalism. There may be a middle 
term, which one mieht call “probabilbm*'* (Th« G««i^afihieolyournol, vol. cit, p. 419). 
Quoting Pcbvre’s dictum that ‘there are no necessities but everywhere poasibiUties', 
Spate comments that Febvre ought to have added: 'of which aome are more possible 
than others’ (ibid., p. 420). He finds that 'the emphasb on human initiarive, ^ough 
correct in itself, hss sometimes been* allowed to go too far in pnctice, and that this leads 
to vagueness of thinking which b as deplorable sa the narrowness induced by rigorous 
environmentslbm (ibid., p. 420). He commits himself to concluding thst ‘we may find 
ourselves left with a considerable residue of determinism’ (ibid., p. 423). The Sprouts 
concede (in op. cit., p. 31) that strict environmental determinbm may explain some amsll 
part of human behaviour. P. Bagby (in Culhtrt and History, p. 147) makes the point that 
the environment ‘cannot be a fully determining factor, as some authors, notably Mon¬ 
tesquieu and Buckle, have supposed. After all. Nature simply lies there passively. It b 
up to the human beings to decide whether, and in what way, they are going to use it.' 

Spate recognixes that 'the problems of chsnce or free wHl or necessity mutt be faced 
in some fashion', because a gcogrimher's ‘attitude on thb most fundamental general 
problem can hardly fail to have its encct upon hb thinking on the more restricted question 
of geographical determinbm versus possibilism' (ibid., p. 40S). But he adds that, 'though 
these matters are not »o irrelevant as may seem', it would be 'folly' on hb part to proceed 
into them very far. 'It It not the function of the geo^pher to write philosophy' (ibid., 
p. 408). A philosopher might ask how, if one steeredclear of philosophy, one would be 
able to inquire into human afTaiis at all, in either their geographical aspMt or any ott^r. 
Spate does go rather farther into the philosophical issue in s later paper with the title 
'How Determined b Possibilbm?’ {Googrofi/deal Studies, vol. iv. No. t (I9^7). Pp- i**io). 
Here he looks for a modus vivettdi between determinbm and possibilbm, inclining more 
towards determinism, but thb not so far as to commit himself to it. 
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able to prove that there is not some non-identical feature that we have 
overlooked, and that this non*identical feature is not the decisive factor 
that accounts for the different outcomes in different cases of what has 
looked to us like an identical situation but may not have been this in 
truth. This point is made very clearly in the following passage of an 
unpublished letter written to me by Gilbert Murray on 8th April, 1932, 
after he had read volume i of this book in typescript. 

‘In all this argument to show that similar conditions do not produce 
similar results, I kept feeling that the reasoning did not convince because 
you never had all the conditions nor exactly similar conditions. E.g., 
conditions on the Jordan and the Nile may have been generally similar, 
but no-one would say that the human result in civilization must be exactly 
proportionate to the geographical data. You speak of the “total environ¬ 
ment”, but I did not feel as if I had ever been given the total environ¬ 
ment.’ 

This comment anticipates Spate’s, quoted above,^ and, if I had been 
moved by it, as I ought to have been, to do some further thinking before 
publication, perhaps I might not have offered so vulnerable a target, 
twenty years later, for Spate’s shot-gun. 

Thus the believer in free will can never demonstrate, to a deter- 
minist’s satisfaction, that he is presenting water-tight evidence of an 
identical situation having a different outcome in different cases. Con¬ 
versely, the determinist can never demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the 
believer in free will, that an identical situation invariably has the same 
outcome in different cases. His non-determinist opponent can block 
his attempted demonstration that the same cause invariably produces 
the same effect by either admitting, for the sake of the argument, the 
sameness of the effect and challenging the determinist to guarantee 
the sameness of the cause in the cases Uiat he cites, or, conversely, the 
believer in free will can admit the sameness of the cause and contest the 
sameness of the effects in the different cases cited. Whichever tactics 
the believer in free will adopts, the determinist wDl never be able to 
demonstrate that the same cause invariably produces the same effect— 
unless, of course, betakes refuge in defining the words 'cause’ and ‘effect’ 
to mean phenomena that are invariably linked together. 

This is another way of saying that, to demonstrate any proposition 
conclusively, one must transfer it from the Held of phenomena to the 
field of mathematics. Mathematical entities are abstractions so drawn 
as to be self-evidently identical with or different from each other. In 
mathematics, therefore, it is possible to make demonstrations that an 
opponent will be bound to recognize as being valid. But the possibility 
of conclusive demonstration dwindles if we retrace our course from the 
w'orld of mathematics towards the world of phenomena. In physics, 
perhaps, conclusive demonstration may be nearly attainable. In chemis¬ 
try it will be less nearly within reach; in physiology, biology, botany, and 
zoology less so again; and least of all in the study of human affairs. 
'One has to expect a certain degree of inconclusiveness in any explora¬ 
tion of complex states of human affairs.'* In this field, which is the one 

> On p. 322. > H. and M. Sprout in op. cit., p. 83. 
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that has the greatest practical importance for us human beinp, perhaps 
the nearest approach to certain knowledge that is possible tor us is an 
interim report in terms of percentages yielded by the retrospective 
analysis of statistical records. 

Judged by a mathematician’s standards* this level of knowledge might 
seem so low as to make the study of human affairs a futile pursuit. Yet, 
in practical life, statistical knowledge enables business men to make 
predictions that come near enough to the mark to allow of profits being 
made on the strength of them.* And, when our study is for the sake of 
gaining profits that are, not monetary, but intellectud, our understand¬ 
ing of what lies behind and beyond the phenomena may be valuably 
increased by conclusions that get no farther than being probable, or 
even than being no more than possible, approximations to the truth. 
Such inexact results might move a mathematician to throw up his pro¬ 
fession in disgtist. They will move a student of human affairs to pursue 
his with zest Meanwhile, the respective believers in the genuineness of 
freedom in human affairs and in the illusoriness of the appearance of it 
must be content to go on waging an indecisive warfare with each other. 
A decision that neither party can contest is not to be expected in this 
arena unless and until the progress of human understanding on some 
different level—perhaps the psychological—enables us to sec this pair 
of so far unreconciled standpoints in the light of a new concept that 
transcends them both. 


IX. THE TRANSITIONAL SOCIETIES 


I N an earlier chapter* I have already noticed, in passing, that the dis¬ 
tinction between ‘primitive societies’ and ‘civilizations , which I have 
drawn in the first volume of this book, is too sharp, because it is too 
simple. As I then saw it, human history, so far, can be analysed mto a 
sequence of two enterprises—the first already achieved, the second now 
in course of being attempted, with no certainty that it, in turn, is going 
to succeed. On this view the already accomplished enterprise is the 
transformation of Sub-Man into Man; the enterprise on which Man is 
now engaged is the raising of human life from its primitive level to^ a 
higher one which is the goal of the endeavour that we call ‘avilization 
The nature of this goal, and the kind of change in human life, as hitherto 
experienced, that is practicable and desirable, are reconsidered in 
Chapter XIX of this volume. In the present chapter I want to recon¬ 
sider my previous, too simple, account of the circumstances in which 
civilization first got on the move. 


! sll if ior 5 ?Thi* cl«Mifiaition of human aociatica into two cUiiea onl^'p^tiva 
societiea' and ‘ehrilbtadona'—» juadv cndciaed by Chr. Daww “ 
no 117-0. O. Haver eritidaea me, alao juidv, m an unpubUahed paper for my failure to 
JppiSS aufficientlv the im^rtance of the Neolithfc revolution. See 
'BuchfOhrunir und Bilanz der Weltgeechichte: zu A. Toynbw Deutung d« Frtlhzeit- 
lichen Menschengetchena', in Zeiuehrift fOr tatd Gmst«sgts</ueht*, Jahrgang 

a, Heft 3 (i 049 / 5 o)> PP- * 47 “S 9 - 
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I saw the rise of civiliaation as a consequence of one of the responses 
made by Upper Palaeolithic Man, in the region that is now the arid 
zone of the Old World in the northern hemisphere, to the challenge 
presented to him there by the recession of the latest in a succession of 
glaciaUpluvial ages.^ The changes in the flora and fauna of the north* 
western quarter of the Old World that followed in the train of this 
change of climate did indeed threaten the human inhabitants of this 
quarter with starvation and extinction through the loss of their previous 
means of livelihood. The geographical range of the challenge was even 
wider than I had originally realized. The recession of the ice not only 
turned what had been the savannahs of North Africa and South-West 
and Central Asia into steppes and deserts; it turned what had been the 
tundras of Northern Europe, at the foot of the ice-cap, into forests; 
and both these changes killed out or drove out the game that had pro¬ 
vided food for the Upper Palaeolithic inhabitants of these two regions. 
In Northern Europe that once mighty hunter, Magdalenian Man, 
apparently failed to survive the disappearance of his big game. During 
the latest glaciation the game had been so abundant, and his skill in 
dispatching it so great, that he had acquired a surplus of food and energy 
which gave him ^e opportunity to leave behind him a memorial in die 
shape of his wonderful paintings on the walls of caves. But the high 
degree of specialization ^at had rewarded him with a temporary pros* 
perity was his undoing when his environment played him false. He did 
not succeed in adapting himself, and consequently died out, or at any 
rate dwindled to a remnant living on in misery.’ Magdalenian Man’s 
humbler contemporaries to the south and south-east partly died out and 
partly decamped still farther southwards, in step with the southward 
drift of the savannahs at the expense of the tropical forest. But some of 
them stood their ground and made history.’ 

In ^ving this account of the response made by the Upper Palaeolithic 
inhabitants of the fonner savannahs to the challenge of desiccation, and 
in suggesting that civilization had been an outcome of this respKinse, I 
was not wrong.^ But I did go wrong in carrying history from the Upper 
Palaeolithic hunter’s way of life to civilization at one bound. Actually, 
this immense revolution was achieved, not at one bound, but in two 
great steps. In my previous account of the transition from the higher 
hunting and food-gathering culture to civilization, I telescoped two 
stages into one. PaTaeoUthic hunters and food-gatherers did not, as I 

* i. 3e2-ax. 

* SteV,G.Childt:MmMaiiaHuruelf,p.y3; Whai Happtntd in History, 

On the Great Plains of North Amenca a chMge of climate aeemt likewue to nave been 
followed by the extinction of the game that had been hunted by Early Uthic (eorre- 
spending to Old-World Palaeolithic) Man. Here, however, the hunting economy (now 
bated on the bison) continued until the pre-Columbian pwpuladon was stmplanted by 
tettlett of European ori^ in the nineteenth century of tM Christian Era (U. R. Willey 
and P. Phillips: Mtthedand Thtory in Anurican Archaeology pp. 86^8 and 107). 

> In the Americas, too, there were people who made history oy advancing from 
bunting through mainly depending on fboo-gatheting to pa^y aepending on agricul¬ 
ture; and here, similariy, these people seem to have b^ relativdy backward repreaenm- 
tivet of the Archaic (i.e. Pottlithic and Preformative) stage of culture (Willey and Phillips, 
op. cit. (1058), pp. toy, 127-8, 145. and 201). 

* See V. G. Childe; Man Maka Himtif, p. 86; H. Frankfort: The Rite of Civilisa¬ 
tion in the Near B<ut, pp. 33-34. 
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had pictured them,* plunge straight into the junglc-swaraps of the lower 
Nile valley and the lower oasin of the Tigris and Euphrates and convert 
these into fertile fields by hydraulic engineering on the grand scale. The 
challenge presented by the jungle-swamp to a pre-agricultural society 
would have been altogether too severe to allow of these potenti^ 
granaries being used as experimental stations for the discovery of the 
art of agriculture.^ The stations in which the hunters pioneered in this 
new act were not the formidable Jungle-^choked river valleys; they were 
other green patches, of more tractable kinds, that also held out against 
the onset of desiccation: for instance, oases watered by springs, and the 
fiood-plains of fertile soil deposited by lesser streams at the foot of their 
parent mountains before they ran out into the spreading sands. 

Famous examples of these two types of geographical ‘set-ups* that 
could be, and were, converted into nursery gardens arc the oasis of 
Jericho and the ghutah of Damascus watered by the rivers Abama 
(Barada) and Pharpar (Nahr al-AwaJ). Early cultivators did also settle in, 
or on the brows of, the side valleys, not only of the Jordan valley, but of 
the lowest section of the Nile valley that later generations eventually 
transformed into Upper Egypt. But the oases ana fiood-plains in which 
agriculture was invented seem to have been those on the outer rim of 
‘the Fertile Crescent’ of South-West Asia and farther east in what are 
now Iran and Turkmenistan (Transcaspia). This region, unlike both 
the heart of ‘the Fertile Crescent’ and the valley of Upper Egypt, was a 
rainfall zone. It is so still.^ But Iran was better watered in the Post-glacial 
Age than it is today, and its fiood-plains and oases are thought to have 
been the training ground of the agriculturists who eventually reclaimed 
the lower basin of the Tigris and Euphrates*—a larger and propor¬ 
tionately more difficult task than the later reclamation of the Nile 
swamps in the narrow valley of Upper Egypt.* As for the provenance 


» In i. 305-6. 

s Tor the understanding of the cenetii of civilization in the Near Eaat, nothing ia 
more important than a knowledge of the vigorous and progresaive Neolithic cultures of 
the fifth and fourth millennia b.c. However great the credit due to the Sumerians for their 
reaponte to the challenge of the untamed Mesopotamian landscape, it would have been 
impoesible without the prior achievementa of what Gordon Childe haa called "the 
Neolithic Revolution’'. In this connexion it is significant that there is no case on record 
of whst we may perhaps call truly primitive societies, that is pure "food-gstherers", being 
successfully brought within the orbit of a civilization, whereaa so-called primitive peoples 
who have passed through the sgriculcural revolution often hsvo so been, even tf often 
as hewers of wood and drawers of water under civilized oppression. Food-gatherers find 
the strain of such forcible integration into an alien soci^ too great, and die out, like 
the West Indian islanders and most of the North American Indians, while African slaves 
are successfully—from the invaders’ point of view—introduced to replace them. ‘The 
Maori have be^ integrated into a civilized sociecy, but not the Australian Blacks, while 
the 'Tasmanians have been totally destroyed. The Bantu multiply throughout South 
Africa; the Bushmen survive precariously in the Kalahari' (A. R. Bum in Hutory, 
February-October, pp. 7 - 8 )- 

s R. J. Bratdwood: The rfear Eatt and the Foundations ef Civiliaaiian, p. ii. See also 
ibid., p. la, the instructive map: Tig. 4: Physiographical and rainfall map of Nuclear 
Western Asia, with the mstjor sites of occurrence of terminal food-gathering and of 
earliest food-producing ^re-Late Hassuna phase) antiquity.’ 

* See H. rrankfort: TVie Fise 0/ Cisnlixation in the Near East, p. 44. 

s See W. F. Albright: From the Stone Aft to Christianity, and m., p. X46. Frankfort 
notes, in op. cit., p. 45, that the reclamation of what be^me the land of Sumer was 
comparable, in scale and in difficulty, to the reclamation, not of l^per Egypt, but of the 
Nile Delta. On the evidence of landscapes portrayed on reliefs in Egyptian tombs dating 

M 2 
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of the people who eventually did for Upper Egypt what had, by then, 
already been done for Sumer, they seem not to have been descended— 
anyway, not directly—from previous occupants of the blufEs, over¬ 
hanging the Nile valley in Upper Egypt, where we find these earliest 
local agriculturists first installed. Though the Lower Palaeolithic culture 
is well represented by remains found on these bluffs, the Upper Palaeo¬ 
lithic and Mesolithic cultures are not, so that there is a signal break of 
continuity between the latest Palaeolithic remains here and the earliest 
of those left by an agricultural population.^ 

'The early stages of the culture which develops into the civilisation of 
dynastic Egypt is [nc]... not in the line of evolution of the Mesolithic or 
Upper Palaeolithic of the Nile valley, but is fundamentally different from 
it, as well as from the Capstan of North Africa and the Natufian of 
Palestine.'* 

The earliest local pre-dynastic cultures are post-Sebilian’—i.e. they 
date from an ^ in whi^ the physiography, though not yet the flora 
and fauna, of Upper Egypt was already approximately what it has been 
during the present Age of Civilization. 

'This . . . does away with the story of hordes roaming through North 
Africa and eventually settling in the Nile valley because desiccation had 
made life impossible there.’^ 

The predynastic agricultural age on the fringes of what was to become 
Egypt began only a few centuries before 4000 B.C., and it began in a 
period, not of increasing aridity, but of increasing humidity,’ which 
made the bluffs above the Nile v^ey cultivable while making the jungle- 
choked valley bottom more forbidding, for the time, than ever. ‘Not 
before Nakida II [alias Gerzean] did the first settlers venture down into 
the valley itself.** All the same, the revolutionary progress of archaeologi¬ 
cal discovery in, and on the fringe of, £g3T^ ^ done away with the 
story of hordes roaming through Norm Africa and South-West and 
Central Asia which eventually settled somewhere and responded to the 
challenge of desiccation by making the economic transition from food- 
gathering to agriculture and from hunting to the domestication of 
animals. Though the scene of this revolution in human history proves 
not to have been the north-east comer of Africa, the revolution did take 
place; and it happened in Asia, as is indicated by the amazing discoveries 
at Jericho, as well as by the now apparently proven priority of Sumer 
over Egypt as the seat of an irrigational civilization on the grand scale. 
Baumgaitel points out^ that the nadarians, who were the earliest of the 

from the Age of the Old Kingdom, B. J. Bautngartel hold*, in Tht Cultur€S 0/ Prthitt^ric 
Egypt, p. 3. that the Delta was then atill larguy unreclaimed. 

< Baumgattel, op. cit., p. t8. * Ibid., p. 19. 

* Ibid. 4 Ibid. 

f Ibid. In the course of the present Post-glacial or Inter-glacia! Age up to date, 
there have been a number of minor oecillations of climate which are perMps of the same 
nature, though not on the same scale, as the previous series of gltcial-pluvial pe^ and 
troughs. Tbm seems to have been 'some increase in moisture at the end of tM Pleisto¬ 
cene’ (Braidwood, op. ch., p. 11). 

6 Baumgartel, op. cit., p. 3. Cp. p. a$. 


t Ibid., pp. 33-24. 
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prc-dynastic agricultural societies on the fringe of Upper Eg5T)t, 
possessed domesticated cattle, sheep, and goats; that sheep and goats are 
not indigenous in Africa;^ and that the pre-dynastic Egyptians’ sheep 
seem to have been of South-West Asian breeds. My error in volume i 
lay in presenting the transition from the Upper Palaeolithic culture to 
river->^ey irrigational civilization as having taken place at one bound, 
and in taking the eventual reclamation of Egypt as my principal illustra¬ 
tion for my thesis. What Egypt does illustrate is the transition to river- 
valley irrigational civilization from a culture, of apparently Asian 
origin, based economically on the cultivation of small flood-plains and 
oases. 

The type or phase of culture that was transitional between the Upper 
Palaeolithic and the civilizations of the first generation which arose 
in the Lower Tigris-Euphrates valley and the lower Nile valley circa 
3000 B.c. is commonly known as Neolithic, in allusion to its characteris¬ 
tic tool, the ground-stone axe, which was much more potent than even 
the finest of Upper Palaeolithic Man’s chipped or flakea flints. The prac¬ 
tice of labelling phases of culture by technological inventions that 
are characteristic, or at least symbolic, of their specific genius has the 
advantage of being applicable to all manifestations of human culture at 
all times and places. Technology is perhaps the one product of human 
activity in which there has been continuous progress,^ and it has also 
been a province in which the network of human relations has always 
embraced the whole human race; for, though every technological in¬ 
vention must have been made at some particular place at some particu¬ 
lar moment, a type of tool or a process of work, once invented, has been 
apt to spread, in course of time, to the ends of the Earth, $0 that, by the 
present day, most societies in the World, however isolated or backward, 
have progressed technologically and economically at least as far as the 
pre-civilizational agricultural phase, though they may have entered it 
as much as ten or twelve thousand years later than the pioneer inventors 
of it. The ground-stone axe was, indeed, a key tool of the Neolithic 
culture, since it enabled its possessors to master the trees that were 
invading post-glacial Northern Europe and were only slowly receding 
from post-glacial Afrasia.^ But it is not a quite accurate hall-mark of the 
Neolithic culture. For instance, it was not possessed by the Palestinian 
NatQfians, who were early semi-agriculturists, while, on the other hand, 
it had been acquired by the North Europeans in advance of their 
acquisition of the art of agriculture.^ Moreover, the purpose of cutting 
down the scrub in an Afrasian oasis, or the trees in a northern forest, was 
not just to use the timber for making tools or utensils; it was to clear the 
ground for cultivation. 

‘The outstanding new feature of the Neolithic Age is agriculture’,* 
and it is still the key activity of this culture in the places where it 
survives. The earliest known Neolithic societies in South-West Asia 

* Cp. V. G. Childe: Man Mdka Himttlf, p. S6. 

» See, for instance. A. L. Kroeber: Styb and Civilizatums, pp. 63-64. 

* Childe: Man Makts Himttif, ^ 09; What Hob^mtd in History, p. 44. 

* Man MaJtos Hims^f.p. 100; Wnat Happonoa *n History, p. 50. 

i H. Frankfort: Tho Jiue 0/ Civilization in th* Near Bast, p. 35. 
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and in the countries round the Mediterranean Sea possessed domestic 
animals besides cultivating domestic plants.’ But elsewhere there arc, 
even today, some Neoli^c agricultural societies without domestic 
animals;’ and it is easier to imagine how, in an age of increasing 
desiccation, wild animals could have been domesticated by human 
beings who were already cultivators of crops than it is to see how this 
marvellous feat could have been achieved by people who were still 
hunters.’ As for the two arts of pottery and spinning and weaving, 
which are characteristic of the full>bIown Neolithic culture in the New 
World* as well as in the Old World, neither of them is coeval with 
agriculture. There is a pre-pottery agricultural stage at Jericho, for 
instance, and likewise in Peru as Htiaca Prieta, at the mouth of the 
Chicama valley.’ Agriculture and, to an almost equal degree, the keeping 
of domestic animals, which was the normal concomitant of agriculture 
in the region where the agriculture of the Old World originate, arc the 
essence of the Neolithic culture and are its greatest enduring legacy to 
cultures of subsequent phases that are ‘higher’ in the sense of having 
been built up on Neolithic foundations, whether or not they are higher 
in terms of spiritual achievement and value. 

By achieving the agricultural-pastoral revolution,^ human beings 
made themselves into active partners of Nature instead of continuing 
to be parasites on her like their human predecessors and like all other 
kinds of living creatures except some of the social insects.^ Both 
vegetable and animal husbandry are fruits of foresight, forethought, 
perseverance, and self-control, and require an unfailing practice of 
these virtues to keep them going.^ Husbandmen have to take thought, 
not only for the morrow, but for next year; and, however hungry they 
may be, they must not eat the seed-com or slaughter the cows, ewes, 
and she-goats that yield them milk, besides replenishing their herds and 
flocks. The reward of husbandry is the production of a food supply that 
can maintain a denser population in greater security than hunting and 
food-gathering can. But to describe this revolution solely in technological 
and economic terms would be to give an inadequate account of it. In 
an earlier chapter we have noted^ that, before the epiphany of higher 
religion led to the extrication of the religious from the secular side of 
life, all social and cultural activities were religious activities as well. 
Husbandry, both vegetable and animal, certainly bad a religious, as well 

< Man MaJu$ Himtelf, p. 85; What Ht^pentd in History, p. 49. 

> Man Makes Himsuf, p. 75. * Ibid., p. 87. 

* The Formative itafc of culture in the Americas, as defined by Willey and Phillips: 
Method and TAeory m American Archaeology (1958), seems to correspond approximawy 
(at any rate in its earlier phase^ to the stage failed 'Neolithic' by students of Old- 
World history. According to Braidwood, op. dt., p. 3, Middle American L^ter 
Formative (l^irmiiw circa 500 S.C.) correaponda to the Protoliterate stage of culture 
in the lower Tigru-Euphratea basin (beginning ctreo 3500 o.c.). 

s J. A. Mason: the Ancient CivUisatsons ojreru, p. 31. 

* R. Redfield prefers to use the word 'transformation'. He points out tbit the word 

'revolution' has aasocisttons, in present-day minds, with famous and controveraial 
events in Western history e.g. ‘the Industrisl Revolution'. The use of the word ‘revolu¬ 
tion’ is therefore likely to import something alien and irrelevant into our picture of the 
changes brought about by um invention of agriculture (The Primitive World and iu 
Tran^ormatioru, pp. iz-x). 9 What Happened in History, p. 48. 

* Man Maket Himself, p. 93. * On pp. 78—79. 
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as an economic, aspect to begin with; and the agricultural-pastoral 
revolution might never have been achieved if it had not been a religious 
revolution in one of its aspects. 

*Thc period when the food-producing economy became established 
was one of climatic crises adversely affecting precisely that zone of arid 
sub-tropical countries where the earliest farmers appear and where the 
wild ancestors of cultivated cereals and domestic animals actually lived.” 

These farmers were not descended from the magnificent Magdalenian 
hunters who had flourished at the foot of the ice-cap, but from the less 
successful, because less specialized. Upper Palaeolithic hunters on the 
Afrasian savannahs.^ ‘Nowhere has a series of continuous remains 
covering the transition been recognised.’^ The NatOfian Palestinians 
used sickles set with flint teeth, but this proves merely that they reaped, 
not that they sowed. They may have been reapers of grass that grew 
wild,^ and, whether or not they were still food-gatherers, they were 
certainly still hunters,’ and their cereals, even if cultivated, may have 
been no more than a supplementary and subsidiary part of their food 
supply. Food-^therers may not only reap; they may also practise 
artificial irrigation. Frankfort^ cites a case of this from the Great Basin 
of Western North America. Conversely, cultivators of crops may take 
advantage of the natural irrigation of the flood-plains of small streams— 
a source of water-supply that confers the additional benefit of renewing 
the fertility of the soil. At Tepe Sialk—a tiny oasis, watered by a spring, 
on the western edge of the Central Desert of Iran, near Kashan— 
hunting continued to be an important economic activity when the 
local people were already cultivating the soil by irrigation, maintaining 
domestic animals, and practising the arts of spinning and weaving and 
potten^."^ In the Fayyum and at Mcrimde, on the western brow of the 
Nile Delta, the earliest state of affairs in the Neolithic Age seems to 
have been like that at Tepe Sialk; agriculture, there too, was still 
subsidiary.® Yet, once introduced, it everywhere grew steadily in 
relative importance,^ and this without depending on irrigation. 

Though artificial irrigation was the key to the eventual reclamation 
and cultivation of the great river valleys and basins of Afrasia, it seems 
likely that the Neolithic inventors of fanning in Afrasia depended on a 
natural supply of water from floods or springs or rains or combinations 


* Man Makes Himsslf, p. 86. * What Happened in Histon, p. 48. 

* Fninkfoit, op. cit., pp. 34-35. * Ibid., p. 35. 

s What Happened in esistory, p. 48. ^ In op. cit., p. 36. 

7 What Happened in History, p. 52. * Ibid., p. 53. 

* In the Americu, coo, there u archeeolorice) evidence for • stage in which agricul¬ 
ture was known and practisod without yet having become the suple means of aubaistence. 
Willey and Phillips report {Method and Theory in Ameruan Archaeology (19^8), p. IA5) 
that, on second thoughts, ‘we found that agriculture per te was not ihoezplosiveatimulus 
to cultural development that we had supposed it to be. The early evidences of plant 
domestication seem to be associated with cultures that we should be inclined to think 
of as "lower" Archaic if we had such a division.’ They note (ibid., p. 135) that these 
cultures were c<)ualled or surpassed in ^veU-bemg and in stability by others that still 
depended wholly on hunting, hshing, or food-gathering. At the same time they also 
note that no wholly non-sgncultural American culture proved capable of advancing to 
the Classic stage of civiUzadon (ibid., pp. 144-5 and 303). 
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of these different natural sources.’ Certainly the Neolithic agriculture 
that was propagated, from its original seed-b^d in the Afrasian oases, to 
Europe and North-West Africa in one direction and to North-West 
China in another did depend on rainfall and therefore had to be con¬ 
stantly moving on from old fields to new fields.* It went on moving, and 
therefore also spreading, till its practitioners discovered how to restore 
the fertility of the soil by manuring it with cattle dung and by letting it He 
fallow for alternating periods. This was a more efficient alternative to the 
primitive practice of fertilizing a patch of cleared woodland with the ash 
obtained by burning the felled trees, and then leaving that season’s 
field untouched till it had become covered by a second growth that 
could be felled and burnt in its turn.’ Yet even this *slash-and-burn’, 
*reap-and-run’ kind of agriculture was effective enough to become a 
staple source of food-supply. The Danubian Neolithic pioneers of 
agriculture in Europe in the fourth and third millennia b.c., who dis¬ 
covered and exploited the patches of loess soil among the European 
forests, already depended on agriculture exclusively.^ 

How early in the present Post-glacial or Inter-glacial Age was 
agriculture started ? The length of our vista of agriculture’s past history 
has been doubled by the discoveries at Jericho since the end of the 
Second World War. Before that, other South-West Asian Neolithic 
sites seemed ancient. At Tepe Sialk seventeen layers of deposit, to a 
total height of ninety-one feet, had been laid down by 3000 B.c.* At 
Tepe Gawra, near Mosul, the pre-civilizational deposit was 104 feet 
thick in twenty-six layers.* At Ras ash-Shamrah it was forty feet thick.’ 
K. Kenyon,* on the strength of carbon-14 tests, dates the pre-pottery 
stage at Jarmo, in North-Eastern Traq, circa 4750 B.c.* Braidwood, 
publishing in 1952 before Miss Kenyon’s excavations at Jericho, con¬ 
sidered Jarmo to be the earliest of the fully Neolithic village sites.’* 
He distinguishes five groups of these: Tepe Sialk in North Central 
Iran; Hassuna in Nor^ern Traq; 'Amuq, Saqja Gbzfi and Mersina 
in Northern Syria and Cilicia; Jericho XVII-IX; Fayyum A and 
Merimde.” He dates Hassuna drea 4400 B.c. Fayyum A 4145 B.c. ± 250 
years (by a carboQ-14 test);” and the pre-Neolithic Nattlfian stage of 
culture in Palestine arr:a 6000 B.c.” Frarikfort” dates Tepe Sialk and also 
Hassuna in Northern Traq as early as area 5000 B.c., and the Palestinian 
NatQfians about a thousand years earlier than that (thus agreeing, as 
regards the date of the NatOfian culture, with Braidwood). But &ese 
and all other Neolithic and immediately pre-Neolithic sites so far dis¬ 
covered and explored are of relatively recent origin compared with 
Jericho. 

' S«e Frankfort, op. cit., pp. 37'-38. * See Man Maku Himttlf, p. 96. 

) Se« ibid., pp. 8^-84 snd 96. 

* What Happintd in History, p. 54. 

* Ibid., pp. 5t and 52. 

* Ibid., p. 51. 9 Ibid., pp. Si'*52. 

* DigginC yeriche, pp. 5a and 90. 

» According to Braidwood, op. cit. p. 31, the earliest carboo-J4 dates from Jarmo 
are 4758 lt.c.±300 vean (obtained from sMI); 4743^360 and 46s4±340 yean (ob¬ 
tained from charcoal). Op. cit., p. 20. Op. cit, p. 14. 

Op. cit, p. 31. Op. dt, p. 14. 

«« Op. cit, p. 14. >5 In op. cit, p. 3 5. 
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The third level at Jericho corresponds to the first level at most other 
Afrasian sites,* and the first level at Jericho is 3,000 years older.* The 
end of the pre-pottery age at Jericho is dated circa 5000 B.C.* The 
aggregate height of the layers deposited on the tell by this date is 
already forty-five feet,^ and it may prove not to have been ^e first stage.^ 
The origins of Jericho must be not much later than the end of the 
Pleistocene (that is, the end of the Palaeolithic) Age, circa 10000 B.C.* 
The pre-pottery Neolithic settlement at Jericho may have been larger 
than the subsequent Bronze-Age town.^ Its area was at least eight acres, 
and, on the basis of present-day local density of urban settlement, this 
area would imply a population of about three thousand.* This settlement 
had a massive defensive wall of large undressed stones.* A still earlier, 
and also still finer, wall was found below the one first discovered.** 
A ditch, nine metres wide and three deep, has been cut out of the solid 
rock.*' There is a tower, nine metres in diameter, with a staircase 
inside.** This totver has two outer skins, and there is a still earlier wall in 
its core.** The system of defences of which the tower is part belongs to 
the earliest phase so far discovered.** 

When one stands on the brow of Miss Kenyon’s great trench, as 1 did 
on 24th July, 1957, and gazes at that magnificently built tower at the 
bottom, one has the extraordinary sensation of reading the history of 
civilization, at one glance, back to a date which may be as far removed 
from the date of the beginning of civilization elsewhere area 3000 b.c. 
as the year 3000 b.c. is ^om our own day. Who can deny that diere was 
such a thing as civilization at Jericho at the time when the tower was 
built, if 1 l^ve been right in defining civilization as a state of society 
in which there is a minority that is free from the task of keeping life 
going from day to day, and that therefore has leisure to think and plan 
and direct the work of the community as a whole ?** Without the presence 
and activity of such a minority, the execution of those arduous and skil¬ 
ful public works is inconceivable. Therefore something that we are 
bound to call civilization existed about twice as long ago at Jericho as 
anywhere else that we know of. Yet Miss Kenyon holds*® that'Jericho 
cannot have been unique’. And indeed the sequel, at Jericho itself, to 
the pre-pottery stage 8ho^vs that there must have been at least one con¬ 
temporary civilization that was not only independent but was, in at least 
one technological respect, farther advanced. The earliest users of 
pottery at Jericho came from outside, ousted the pre-pottery population, 
and brought in the art of pottery with them ready-made.*’ There was a 
complete break in the history of Jericho at this sta^.*® Pre-pottery urban 
Jericho has no heirs. It was the later and cruder Neolithic cultures of 
Afrasia that developed, without a break, into the historic civilizations 
that arose in the great Afrasian river valleys area 3000 B.c.** 

The Afrasian inventors of agriculture turned their energies to two 


« Kenyon, op. cit., pp. 51-5*. 

4 Ibid., p. 73. * Ibid., p. 5t. 

* Ibid., p. 6|. * Ibid., p. 66. 


Ibid., p. 6l 


» Ibid., p. 69. 


a Ibid., p. 91. 

* Ibid., p. 75 < 
Ibii, p. 67. 
Ibid,, p. 7a. 


» Ibid., p. 65. 
11 Ibid., p. 68. 
*» Seep. *78. 
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diiTerent purposes, with two different consequences. Some of them, as 
we have seen, moved out as pioneers and won new lands for agriculture 
without being stimulated to improve upon the Neolithic cultivators* 
basic technological equipment: the ground-stone axe, the flint-toothed 
sickle,' domestic anirnals, the arts of spinning and weaving and pottery, 
and the primitive agricultural technique of ‘slash-and-burn’, which 
compelled people who depended on it for their livelihood to be con¬ 
tinually moving on. With this equipment the great continental hinter¬ 
lands of the Afrasian ‘Nuclear Old World’ were won for agriculture as 
far afield as North-West Africa and Europe and North-West China* in 
the course of the fourth and third millennia B.C.* Other Afrasian agri¬ 
culturists were content to stay at home, and therefore could not remain 
content to make no improvements on their primitive equipment. In the 
Afrasian oases the fourth millennium b.c. was rich in inventions:^ 
the working of copper, the making of bronze, the inventions of animal 
traction, and of wheels, bricks, and seals.* Copper was already known 
to the Badarians, who were the earliest agriculturists in Upper Egypt;* 
and E. J. Baumgartel goes so far as to say that 'we do not know of any 
period in pre-dynastic Egypt (apart from Palaeolithic times) when 
metal was certainly absent*.'^ Inventiveness was stimulated by inter¬ 
course between local cultures with different ways of doing things, and 
here desiccation proved a help to Afrasian man, brides being a challenge 
to him. 'Only in the arid zone round the Mediterranean and east thereof 
was intercourse at all rapid and extensive.’* Even so, the wheel, which 

< Thi* NatOfian tool tuma ^ in pre-pottery Jericho (K. Kenyon: Digging up y«rieho, 
pp. 56-57). It n also found at Tepe Sialk and at Haaiuna: and the flint teeth, though not 
complete oladca, have been found in Southern Rusaia and the Danube basin, in'AntColia. 
in North-West Africa, and at Almeria on the south-east coast of Spain (H. Frankfort: 
The Birth 0/ CivUisation in the Near Bast, pp. 35-36). 

* It is to see how amculturista from the oases of Iran and Transcasoia could 
have drifted north-eastwaroa across Asia to North-Western China—especially in an 
age before the rise of the pastoral Nomads had begun to make the steppes dangerous for 
anyone elM. But by what route did other agriculturists spread from Afraaia into Europe ? 
Anatolia is the obvious bridge, and the Dardanellca and Boaphorus have never been 
aerioua obstacles to migration. But according to Seton Lloyd, Early Anatolia, p. 53, 
Anatolia was uninhabitra at the time of the Neolithic Revolution in the adjoining ‘rerdle 
Crescent’: it remained a terra incognita until almoet the end of the Chalcolithlc Age in 
‘the Fertile Crescent' (p. $8; cp. p. 74): there was an unsurmounted barrier along the 
^000-feet contour-line along the southern slopes of the Taurus (p. S 9 ); the earliest 
ChalcoUthic culture in Anatolia, at the close of ‘the Fertile Crescent’s’ CwcoUthic Age, 
is uniform all over the peninsula, including the west coast (pp. 60-61); and Lloyd 
suggests that Anatolia have bMO first populated, not horn 'the Fertile Crescent’, 
but from the Danube basin (p. 61). This indicates that the Danubian pioneers of agri¬ 
culture in Europe must have come from Afrasia by a route running north of the 
Black Sea; and mdeed the Kuban valley k known to have been a relatively early teat 
of an agricultural culture. The route by which agriculture reached North-West Africa 
and, from there^ the Atlantic coast of Europe u an even greater pusxle, if E. J. 
Baumgartel k right in her contenoon that the Nile Delta remained an unreclaimed 
swamp until the Age of the Old Kingdom. Thu would rule out a route from or via 
Palestine alow the north coast of Africa. In, say, the fourth millennium B.C., was what 
k now the Libyan Deeert still hospitable enough to allow primitive cultivators to snatch 
a living from it while drifting across it from Upper Egypt or Nubia towards the Atlas ? 

s What Happened in History, p. 57; Man Makes Hinue(f, p. 96. See also Bratdwood, 
op. cic., p. za, ‘Fig. xi: the spread or the food-producing economy out of the Nuclear 
Near East, from an assumed beginning at circa 6eoo B.C., suggested by means of ko- 
chronic Una.’ * What Happened in History, p. 69. 

* Ibid., p. 75. Cp. Man Mokes Himstl/, pp. 118 and 357. 

^ E. J. Numgartel: The Cultures of Premstorie Egypt, p. as. 

7 Ibid., p. 14. * Man Makes Himself, p. 98. 
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had been invented in Sumer about 3500 b.c., and had been applied 
there to traction as well as to pottery>making, \^'a8 not applied to trac« 
tion in Egypt till about 1650 b.c.* 

Primitive agriculture had produced no surplus of food and therefore 
no reserves for maintaining specialists.^ The only division of labour had 
been between men and women, and each local community had been 
self-sufficient.^ The new arts that arose in the Afrasian oases during the 
fourth millennium B.c. required male specialists,^ and this indicates 
that a certain surplus must by then have been accruing.* Metallurgy 
is a full-time occupation;^ ‘metallurgical lore is the first approximation 
to international science*;^ and metallurgy destroys Neolithic self- 
sufficiency®—requiring, as it does, not only smiths, but miners, smelters, 
and carriers. ‘Potters who use the wheel are normally male specialists.’* 
‘By relieving women of a lot of heavy but essential tasks in the way of 
hoeing, carrying burdens, and making pots’, these new male avocations 
—metallurgy, casting, ploughing, and making pottery on the wheel— 
‘cut away the economic foundations of mother-right*.*® The fourth- 
millennium masculine inventions—metallurgy, the wheel, the ox-cart, 
the pack-ass, the sailing-ship—provided the technological foundations 
for a new economic organization which could undertake a task that 
Afrasian man had not yet attempted: the reclamation, for agriculture, 
of the jungle-swamps in the great Afrasian river basins ana valleys.'* 
The Afrasian oasis-cultivator had already mastered the art of water- 
control on the small scale.*^ ‘The economic organisation and social 
framework were alone deficient’,** but they were indispensable, since 
without them there could be no public works,and without these the 
fourth-millennium technological inventions would not have enabled 
Afrasian man to achieve his great new enterprise. 

No doubt every technological revolution is also a social one in the 
sense that technological changes are both consequences and causes of 
social changes. R. J. Braidwood points out** that the nature of the surviv¬ 
ing evidence for prc-civilizational culture yields a picture in which 
technology looms too large. But, in contrast to the Neolithic revolution, 
which had been a technological one first and foremost, the civilizational 
revolution was a social and cultural one in its essence. The technological 
stages of history—food-gathering, food-production, industrialism-^o 


< Ibid., p. 140. It WM used in EfOT* for potteiy-mftking from the time of the Third 
Dynesw onvrara* {What Happened in History, p. 86). 

a What Hotptntd in History, p. 68. 3 Man Mokas HunssU, p. 94. 

* Even in tne technolopcally simpler Andctn World, the trsnsition from the Forma¬ 
tive to the CImsic stege of culture wss accompwied, in the Moch6vtlley, by eipectalize- 
tion of professions end clssscs fBcnnett snd oirti-. j^ndtonCultvrt History, p.6: Bennett 
in A Reappraisal of Peruvian Archaeology, p. 6). 

> An increese in the amount snd variety of food is alto attested directly by an increase 
in average human suture betw-een the Mesolithic and the ChalcoUthic Age (W. F. 
Albruht: From the Stotte Age to Christiamty, and ed., p. 145). 

* wiust Happened in History, p. 77. ’ Ibid., p. 78. 

* Ibid., p. 79. ® Ibid., p. 85. *• Ibid., p. 86. 

Ibid., p. 09. 

It ‘ChalcoUtluc culture may ... be justly called “irrigation culture*''(W. F. Albright: 
From the Stone Age to Christianity, and od., p. 144. Cp. p. 137)* 

•» What Happened in History, p. 75. Braidwood, op. cit., p. j6. 

In op. cit., p. 8. 
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not correspond to its cultural stages.* The Neolithic technological 
revolution, in which food-production supplanted food-gathering, was a 
technological change of the same order of magnitude and momentous¬ 
ness as the modem Western Industrial Revolution in which muscle- 


power was replaced by harnessed inanimate power as Man’s material 
means of manufacture and locomotion.^ There was no comparable 
technological change during the intervening age. *The technological and 
economic differences between civilization and the pre-civiHzational 
phases of food-production were differences of degree.'* On the other 
hand, this intervening age saw, in the emergence first of civilization 
and then of higher religion, the two greatest single cultural changes in 
human history so far. The civilizational stage of culture could not have 
been achieved if it had not been preceded by the invention of food- 
production and the other concomitant and subsequent technological 
advances that have been noticed just above. But the emergence of 
civilization was, in itself, an event on a non-technological plane. It was 
brought about by developments on the spiritual plane.^ So far from 
being caused, or accompanied, by any fresh technological advance, it 
was soon followed by an arrest of the movement of technological 
advance that had been set going in the Neolithic technological revolu¬ 
tion.* Conversely, the Neolithic technological revolution had cost a 
spiritual price. It had been accompanied by an arrest of the movement of 
spiritual advance that had been set going in the technologically more 
backward Upper Palaeolithic Age. 'The hunter’s wide-ranging life had 
freed Man’s spirit; agriculture made it a prisoner of the clod."*^ 

'All through the Jsear Bast the best sites were reclaimed with toil.*^ 
The underlying required the production, collection, and storing of a 
large food-surplus to feed a great labour-force diverted from food- 
production to large-scale public works bringing in no immediate return 
in the form of foodstuffs. This labour-force had to be raised, controlled, 


and directed. Neither task would have been possible without a governing 
minority possessed of both immense ability and immense authority;^ 
for the task was heart-breaking as well as back-breaking, and the scUe 
of it was so vast that the ordinary labourer can hardly have foreseen in 
imagination the fruits of his efforts.^ He must have worked in faith or 


under coercion or, more probably, have been driven by both these 


forces simultaneously. It is significant that, in both Sumer and Egypt 
at the dawn of history, the reclaimed land is the property of a god,’° and 


* Bnidwood, op. cic., p. 5. 

s P. Borkenau in Mermtr, 3. J«hr;inf, 7. Heft CJuly, 1949), p. 6 zg. 

* Bnidwood, op. cit., p. 4a. * Bnidwood, op. cit., pp. 5-^ end 4a. 

* Boricensu, op. cit, p. 631. It it noteworthy that, in PeruUkewite, teclmologieai pra- 
grcM was chancteristic of the Formative Age (Bennett in A Re^prais^ oj Peruvian 
Arduu^gy, p. 6), and that the subsequent Classic Age ‘was an era of redisation in 
terms of techniques already known* (R. G. Willey, op. cit., p. ta>. 

* Borkenait, op. cit., p. 630. ? Man Maim Himself, p. laa. 

■ In the Andean World likewise, the transition from the Formative Age to the Clastic 
Age, in which the valley bottoms in coastal Peru were mutered and irrigated, waa 
accompanied by a shift of interest from technology to the social and political enteh>rue 
of manipulating manpower (Bennett and Bird: Andean Culture Hatory, pp. 181-2; 
Bennett in A Res^tprassal of Permian Arduseotogy, p. 6). 

* See Man Makes Uins^, pp. tao-a. 

In Egypt the whole land was owned by a single god incarnate, Pharaoh. In Sumer 
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that this god is represented by effective economic and political institu¬ 
tions managed by a ruling minority. 

‘Conditions of life in a river valley or other oasis place in the hands of 
society an exceptional power for coercing its members; the community 
can refuse a recalcitrant access to water and can close the channels that 
irrigate his fields. . . . The social solidarity needed by irrigators can thus 
be imposed owing to the very circumstances that demand it.*‘ 

It was this disciplined corporate effort, with a religious faith as its 
inspiration and with the necessary political authority and technological 
equipment at its command, that reclaimed the Afrasian river basins and 
valleys for agriculture. * Unless a markedly different rainfall and weather 
pattern could be postulated for four or five thousand B.C., which we 
doubt, extensive life in alluvial Mesopotamia would have been literally 
impossible without irrigation.’^ ‘The alluvial valleys of the great rivers 
offered a more exacting environment, but also greater material rewards 
for its exploitation. In them, Copper-Age villages turned into Bronze- 
Age cities.’* 'The food-producing revolution was perhaps the turning- 
point in the human career, but it was through the urban revolution that 
the consequences of the turn were realised.'* The biggest and most 
difficult of the primary feats of civilization—the creation of the land of 
Sumer out of the marshes of the lower Tigris-Euphrates basin—was 
also the earliest. Sumer was about the size of Denmark, and by about 
2500 B.c. the yield from the crops grown on these ex-marshes was 
eighty-six-fold.* The limited enterprise of creating Upper Egypt out 
of the Lower Nile valley seems to have been achieved later—possibly to 
some extent under the stimulus of what the Sumerians had already 
accomplished.^ The reclamation of the Nile Delta—a task on the scale 
of the creation of Sumer—may have been completed only in the Age of 
the Egyptian Old Kingdom. If so, it will have been little earlier than the 
reclamation of the Indus valley.^ The reclamation of the marshlands in 
the basins of the East Arian rivers seems to have come decidedly later 

Thus the reclamation of the river valleys of Afrasia for agriculture 
was in truth a response to the challenge of the progressive desiccation 
of Afrasia in the present Post-glacial or Inter-gladal Age. The cultiva¬ 
tion of the minor oases, which had been the first response to this 
challenge, had turned out not to be enough in itself to make Afrasia 
permanently habitable by Man under post-pluvial conditions. In the 
end he was confronted w'ith a choice between emigrating, as was done 
by the pioneers who carried agriculture from Afrasia to the ends of the 
Old World, and reclaiming the Afrasian swamps, as was done eventually 

it ^V88 pBicelled out among the territoriea of a number of indoMndent city-etates, and 
each of theae city-state territories contained the esutes of several gods. These Sumerian 
gods were not incarnate. * Man Makes Himself, p. 123. 

> Braidwood, cm. cit., p. 37. Cp. p. 39 and also p. 3$: ‘Fig. *$1 Physiognpnical and 
rainfall map of Nudear Western Asia, with mgjor sites of occurreiux of ubaid phase 
antiquities or of materials judged to be conten^orary with the Ubaid phase.’ Thu was 
the phiM in which the alluvium of the lower Tigria-Euphratea basin was occupied by 
Man (ibid., p. 36). * What Happened in History, p. $9. 

* R. Redneld: TTte Primitive World and its Transformations, p. 6. 

* What Happened in History, pp. 89-90. * See pp. 345 ~ 8 - 

t See p. 348. • See pp. 348 - 54 ' 
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by the makers of the earliest Old-World civiluations. The reclamation 
of the swamps was a permanent solution, because the new fields thus 
brought under cultivation were irrigated perennially by rivers whose 
sources rose outside the arid zone, and whose waters continually 
refeitilized the soil with silt drawn by erosion from a virtually inex¬ 
haustible supply. In the reclaimed river valleys Man could be sure of 
making a livelihood so long as he continued to do organized and disci¬ 
plined hard labour. Desiccation was the challenge; the lands of Sumer 
and Egypt were the response. But this bare statement would be a 
misleading simplification of the story. It does not become intelligible 
until we have aJso taken account of the primitive agricultural societies 
that made the transition to the earliest of the civilizations from the 
latest of the Upper Palaeolithic food-gathering and hunting societies. 
Even higher Primitive Man lacked the technology, as well as the or¬ 
ganization, for coping with the jungle-swamps. Man had to put him¬ 
self through a transitional apprenticeship before he could venture on 
the enterprise of civilization. 

The intervention of this transitional stage between the primitive 
level of culture and the higher level that we call ‘civilization’ is not 
peculiar to the Old World; we find the same phenomenon in the history 
of the Americas. In the present chapter all that we need to do is to 
t^e note of this significant fact, leaving over, for the next chapter, the 
discussion of the question wheAer there was or was not any diffusion 
of culture, or of elements of it, from the Old World to the Americas at 
the transitional stage or at some later one. 

In 1917 a distinguished student of Middle American archaeology, 
H. T. Spinden, threw out the idea that the Neolithic stage of Old- 
World culture had a counterpart in America in an ‘Archaic’ culture 
there which had originated in Middle America and had spread thence, 
as we now know that the Neolithic culture spread from Afrasia. This 
‘Archaic’ Ainerican culture constituted a ‘platform’ on which the 
su^quent civilizations of Middle America and Peru reared themselves.* 
Willey testified in 1955* that this idea of an archaic cultural sub-stratum 
still stood, and that ^significant portions of this constant were diffused 
widely beyond the geographical boundaries of the later civilizations’. 
In some regions, e.g. Chile and Brazil, the ‘Archaic’ culture—in 
Willty’s and Phillips’s transference of Spinden’s term to denote a 
transitional stage immediately preceding Spinden’s ‘Archaic’—seems 
actually to have been the earliest of any. At any rate, in these two regions 
there arc no surviving traces of the ‘Early Lithic’ that corresponds in the 
Americas to the Palaeolithic stage of culture in the Old World.* 

In terms of the classification of stages of culture in the Americas 

* 9 - Wiley: The Inter-rclsted Rise of the Native Cultures of Middle end South 
Amenct, tn Tiu Stvai^Pifth Amtwtory Voltartt e/ tAe Ani/inpoloriiMt Socuty of 
WathmMtt, pp. 28-^5. The reference here is to p. 29. 

. * p- Wuley: The Prehistoric Civilixationt of Nucleer Americ*’, in Th« American 
Anthropologut, vol. 57, No. 3, Pm 1 (June, 1935), pp. 571-93. The reference here is to 
P* S 7 ^‘ 

^ * G. R. Willey end P. Phillips; 'Method and Theory in Ameriesn Archseology, II’, 
m 7 »s Amerie^ Antkropcloeul, vol. 57, No. 4 (August, 1955), pp. 723-^19. The 
reference here is to p. 753. Cp. eosdem, 195$, p. 141. 
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proposed by ^Villcy and Phillips in 1955, Spuiden’s ‘Archaic’ stage was 
represented approximately by the later phase of their ‘Preformative’ 
stage together with their ‘Formative’ stage. In terms of the revised 
classification proposed by them in 1958, it corresponds to their Forma¬ 
tive stage.* In both of their classifications the term ‘Archaic’ is used to 
describe, not Spinden’s ‘Archaic’ stage, but an earlier stage immediately 
preceding it and making the transition to it from Willey’s and Phillips's 
‘Lithic’ stage; the ‘Archaic’ stage of culture in the Americas, in Willey’s 
and Phillips’ usage of the term, would thus appear to correspond to 
the Mesolithic stage in the Old World. It is characterized by the grind¬ 
ing and polishing of stone tools, in addition to the use of the processes 
of percussion and pressure fiaking.* In the ‘Archaic’ culture in this 
usage of the term, tools made of bone and horn and ivory were also 
important.* Fishing and shell-hunting had made sedentary life possible,* 
and in the Americas in this stage, as in the Old World at the correspond¬ 
ing stage, food-gathering and hunting continued to be staple occupa¬ 
tions after agriculture had emerged.* Agriculture brought with it no 
new implements; it used those that had been used already in a gathering 
economy.^ On the Pacific slope of Peru the earliest cultivators lived on 
the edges of the valleys,^ as in the lower Nile valley they lived on the 
bluffs and in the latei^ ravines. The Peruvian Pacific-slope rivers are, 
of course, puny compared to the Nile; but the jungle-swamps with 
which their valleys, too, were choked in their original state of nature 
proved a formidable obstacle here also.^ The draiiung and irrigation of 
the valleys themselves, as distinct from their margins, was an achieve¬ 
ment, here too, of the subsequent Age of Civilization.® The emergence of 
agriculture, combined withstablese^ement, technological specialization, 
and some degree of ceremonialism, are characteristic of the ‘Preforraa- 
tive’ stage,*® or, in terms of Willey’s and Phillips’ revised classifica¬ 
tion, of the transition to the ‘Formative’ from the ‘Archaic’. At this 
transitional stage there was no functional relationship between agricul¬ 
ture and pottery,** and in the Americas, as in the Old World, there was a 
pre-pottery stage of agricultural culture. But some cultures of the 
‘Archaic’ type (in Willey’s and Phillips’s usage of the term ‘Archaic’) had 
already acquired the art of pottery-making.** It was acquired by the 
‘Preformative’ culture at Huaca Prieta, in Northern Peru, before its 
close,*’ though, in its stone-work, this culture was still primitive: it was 
ignorant of bo^ grinding and pressure-flaking.** The‘Preformative’(in 


’ Willey and Phillips, 1958, p. 105, footnote S. 

s Willey and Phillips, 1955, p. 740. ^ Ibid., p. 741. 

* Ibid. » Ibid^,p. 755. * Ibid., p. 756. 

7 See G. H. S. Bushnell: Peru, p. 43; Bennett and Bird: Andtan Cultural History, 
p. 135. 

* In the Cbicama valley, for instance, in the Pre-aoricultural A^e, ‘the river probably 
meandered back and forth more freely than at present, fonning lagoons and swamps 
and supported a dense undergrowth’ (Bennett and Bird, op. eit., p. ti8). 

7 Irrigation in coestal Peru was achieved first in the narrow upper valleys of the 
rivers (ibid., p. 143). EventusUy the fiatter and broader lower valleys were mastered and 
t^came the centres of populaaon (ibid., p. 157). 

*a Willey and Phillips, 1955, p. 755. 

>• Ibid., p. 756. ** Ibid., p. 74J. 

is Willey: ‘Toe Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America*, p. 377. 

14 J. A. Mason: Th* Anasnt CmJizetiom 0/ Peru, pp. 31 and 33. 
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the revised terminology^ ‘Late Archaic’) culture developed into the 
‘Formative’ gradually, not suddenly.* 

The picture of American facts and events, given in the preceding 
paragraph on the authority of Willey and Phillips, was still maintained 
by them, as far as I know, at the time of writing in 1959* But, as has 
bwn noted, Willey and Phillips had revised their terminology between 
1955 and 1958; and, already by 1955, they had, as has also been noted, 
changed the uss^e of the word ‘Archaic’ that had been brought into 
currency by Spinden in 1917. Since these successive changes in the 
usage of terms are both co^using and important, it may be as well to 
recapitulate them. In 1955 Willey and Phillips were already using 
'Archaic' as a label for a stage between their ‘Preformative’ and their 
‘Early Lithic’, instead of using it, in accordance with Spinden’s usage, to 
cover the two stages labelled by them ‘Late Preformative’ and ‘Forma¬ 
tive’. In 1058 they eliminated their previous ‘Preformative’ stage and 
distributed its phases between ‘Formative’ and ‘Archaic’; and, in their 
present classification, Spinden’s ‘Archaic’ is represented, not by their 
‘Archaic’, but by their ‘Formative’.* Their language in passages quoted 
from the joint study that they published in 1955 must be revised accord¬ 
ingly to bring it up to date. Their 1958 classification articulates Spinden’s 
‘^chaic’ platform into two tiers: an ‘Archaic’ tier with a ‘Formative’ 
tier above it, and with the two classic pre-Columbian civilizations of the 
Americas springing from this upper tier. 

‘Cultures of the Formative stage occupy a geographically central posi¬ 
tion in the Western Hemisphere. They are found throughout much of 
Middle America and most of Andean South America.^ From these areas 
they extend northward, with some lacunae, into the south-western and 
eastern United States, and in South America they run down the Cordillera 
to central Chile and eastward along the Amazon and Orinocan drainages of 
the lowlands.’^ 

A culture of the Formative level has been identified at the mouth of the 
Amazon.* 

This change of labels is less important, in itself, than one of the 
reasons for it. In their revised version of their study, Willey and Phillips 
classify less than before by material traits (c.g. types of tool and kinds of 
technique) and more by ways of life. They now equate their ‘Formative’ 
stage with village life and their ‘Classic’ stage with urban life. They still 
bold* that the change from hunting and fo^-gathering to ^iculture is 
more profound and significant than any other at any point in the whole 

» Willey and Phillipi, op. cit., 1955, pp. 755 and 765; Willey: 'The Prehiitorie 
Civiluatiooa of Nuclear America', pp. 577^. 

s G. R. Willey and P. Phillips: AfetAM and Thtary tn Amtrican Arehtuoiogy, 1958, 
p. 205, footnote 8. 'Archaic*, sa defined by these two authorittea in 2958, is ‘the stage of 
migratory hunting and gathering cultures continuing into environmental conditions 
approziinating those of the present' (ibid., p. 207). In the Archaic stage 'there ta no 
important shire in economic and social patterns fir^ the previous Lithic stages' (Aid., 
p. to6). 'Archaic', as thus redefined, seems to correspond to the 'Mes^thic', not to the 
'Neolithic*, of Old-World arehaeology. 

i And alto, of course, in the re^oo between, though this is not mentioned in the 
present passage (A. J. T.). * WUey and Phillips, 1958. pp. 146-7. 

^ Ibid., p. 280. s Ibid., p. 7s. 
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series of Pre-Columbian American stages of culture. But they now also 
hold* that ‘the settlement patterns, etc.—not the agriculture—arc the 
effective criteria for classification’. They declare* that they ‘are not 
retreating from the position that agriculture was the principal formative 
agent in the development of “Formative” cultures, but only from a 
rigidity that makes it the indispensable agent’. 

‘Therefore, we now define the New-World“ Formative” by the presence 
of agriculture or any other subsistence economy of comparable effective¬ 
ness, and by the successful integration of such an economy into well- 
established, sedentary village life.’* 


In taking up this position, Willey and Phillips have Redfield’s support. 
He has noted^ that ‘a sedentary life is possible to a people who know 
nothing of agriculture or anim^ husbandry’. 

Whatever criteria may be the most illuminating for defining the 
‘Formative’ stage of culture in the Americas, it loolu as if this stage of 
Pre-Columbian American history, as now defined, corresponds struc¬ 
turally to what happened in the Old World, in the Afrasian oases, in the 
course of the fifth and fourth millennia B.c. In the Americas there was 
nothing at this stage to compare with the enormous technological 
advances that were achieved in the Old World on the eve of the genesis 
of the earliest Old-World civiliaations. Nevertheless, it is evident that in 
the Americas, as in the Old World, the dawn of civilization was separated 
culturally, as well as chronologit^ly, from the end of the Palaeolithic 
Age bv a transitional series of cultures. This series straddles the ‘Archaic’ 
and the ‘Formative’ stages in terms of Willey’s and Phillips’s most 
recent classification. The corresponding stages in Old-World termi¬ 
nology would be the ‘MesoUthic\ ‘Neolithic’, and ‘Chalcolithic’. 


X. ORIGINALITY VERSUS MIMESIS 

I. STIMULUS DIFFUSION 

I HAVE noted already in this volume’ that, in previous parts of this 
work, I have tended to over-simplify, and hence to exaggerate, the 
contrast between original creation and ‘mimesis’, meaning the reception 
and adoption of elements of culture that have been created elsewhere 
and have reached the recipients by a process of diffusion. In 1930, when 
I was writing volume i, the British Diffusionists, led by W. H. Perry 
and G. Elliott Smith, had just published their rather provocative wor^.* 
Like many other students of human affairs, 1 reacted strongly against 
them.’ In the perspective given by a further thirty years of discovery and 
discussion, the general verdict now docs seem to be that they pushed 
their claims on behalf of the role of diffusion to excessive leng^; and 
their particular theory that Egypt was the centre from which civilization 

I Ibid., p. 145. > Ibid.,p. 146. Cp. p. 20%. * Ibid., p. 146. 

* R. Reafiela: Tht Primitiv* Worla and Itt Tran^formatiom, p. 5. 

* Go pp. 145-8. ^ See the references in i. 425, footnote t. 

7 See 1. 221-3 *>><1 4AS~40. 
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was diffused all over the World has now been refuted by the apparently 
well-established discovery that civilization in Egypt itself was a product 
of ‘stimulus diffusion’ from Sumer. Thus my negative reaction to the 
British Diffusionists’ theory was not mistaken. But the effect on me at 
the time was certainly to m^e me ‘lean over backwards’ in emphasizing 
the part played by original creation and therefore to under-estimate the 
role of diffusion and mimesis. I afterwards corrected this original bias 
to some extent in volume viii» in which 1 have dealt with two types of 
contact between societies that are each other’s contemporaries: the con¬ 
tact between a dvilization and the barbarians beyond its frontiers 
(Part VIII) and the contact between one civilization and another (Part 
IX). Nevertheless, I still need to reconsider the whole question in the 
light of the new knowledge and new ideas that the last thirty years have 
brought with them. 

Neither the concept of originality nor the concept of mimesis can ever 
be dispensed with in the study of human affairs. Creation and innova¬ 
tion are realities, even if we cannot give a logical account of what we 
mean by these terms.^ If they were not realities, no changes could ever 
have occurred. And, if creation and innovation are realities, every act of 
creation and innovation must have been achieved by some agent at some 
particular point of space-time. On the other hand, if diffusion and 
mimesis were not realities too, this again would make human history 
inexplicable. If the only possible form of human aaion were origin^ 
creation, a human being's whole energies would have to be taken up, 
from birth to death, in willing each pulsation of his heart and each 
inflation of his lungs. So far from this being characteristic of human 
nature, one of its distinctively human features is its capacity for learning 
and for translating what it learns into habits organized in ^ose patterns 
of relations between people that we call ‘institutions’. Besides the 
psycho-physical heritage that Man, like all other living creatures, 
transmits to his offspring automatically and involuntarily, he transmits 
a cultural heritage by the social process of teaching and learning; and it 
is this second capacity that makes and keeps Man human. G. R. Willey 
is therefore surely right in saying that ‘diffusion and independent inven¬ 
tion are, after all, polar abstractions concerning complex human events, 
and the two processes work in concert’.^ Meanwhile, A. L. Kroeber has 
transformed our whole approach to the question by showing that an 
antithesis between two terms—originality and mimesis—does not 
cover all the phenomena. There is at least one more alternative, which 
Kroeber calls ‘stimulus diffusion’.^ 


‘Stimulus diffusion might be defined as new pattern growth initiated by 
precedent in a foreign culture. ... A goal or objective was set by some¬ 
thing previously existing in another culture; the originality was limited to 
achieving the mechanisms by which this goal could be attained.'* 


> See pp. 253-4. 

* Th* Stvmty-fyth Amdvtrtary Vobmu of the Anthropological Society of Watfnngton 
(1955). P- 29. 

* See A. L. Kroeber: ‘Stimulus DiSusioo', in The American Anthropolimt^ New 

Series, vol. 43, No. i (Jsnuery-Msrch, 1940), republished in The Nature 0/ Culture, 
pp. 344-57. * Kroeber, The A.A. num. cic, pp. ao end a; TheN.of C., pp. 357 and 345. 
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Krocber demonstrates his case by bringing forward illustrations from the 
most diverse fields of human activity. Since then his new concept has 
been employed to account for the genesis of the Egyptiac Civilization as 
a creative response to a stimulus received from the Sumeric Civilization. 
If this explanation of the origins of the Egyptiac Civilization had come 
from the Assyriologists, it might perhaps have been dismissed as being 
just an amusing example of academic imperialism. But it has been put 
forward by the Egyptologists themselves, and therefore has presumably 
found favour on its merits. One of its merits is its possible applicability 
to other cases. In the Egyptiac case it is supported by definite archaeo¬ 
logical evidence; but, even without the support of this, it might also 
throw light on the origins of civilization in the Indus basin and in China. 
A stimulus from the Sumeric World may have struck the spark here too. 
Similarly, in the Americas, the Andean Civilization may have arisen 
through stimulus diffusion from Middle America. Kroeber’s fruitful 
idea may even eventually help to solve the hotly debated problem of 
the extent and influence of the Pre-Columbian cultural relations between 
the Americas and the Old World. 

Kroeber himself draws one conclusion that is of great importance. 
‘Independent origins are not necessarily proved because we are unable 
to prove specific connexion by specific historical documents.’* The 
hypothesis of the common psychic structure of mankind—the so-called 
uniformity of human nature—is no explanation of specific cultural 
manifestations.^ Where strikingly similar cultural manifestations recur, 
and specially where a number of them recur in association, the pre¬ 
sumption is that there is an historical link between the several cases; 
that is to say, that one case only is original and that the rest are deriva¬ 
tive. Since it would be difficult to produce evidence that would rule out 
this possibility, the independent origin of similar cultural and social 
phenomena is difficult to establish conclusively, even in cases where all 
the positive evidence hitherto brought forward in support of the hypo¬ 
thesis of diffusion has proved unconvincing. 

2. THE GENESIS OF THE EGYPTIAC CIVILIZATION 

The style of the Egyptiac Civilization was unquestionably distinc¬ 
tive, and this in all facets of cultural and social life: art, architecture, 
writing, religion, government. Yet there is convincing evidence that this 
distinctive style took shape suddenly’ under a stimulus from an alien 
style, the Sumerian, which was equally distinctive and which had taken 
shape, not suddenly, but gradually, in a series of stages of which the 
record has now been recovered by the progress of archaeological dis¬ 
covery in ‘Iraq. The period during which the Egyptiac Society was 
open to Sumeric influences was short, but it was crucial. It not only saw 
the formation of the distinctive Egyptiac cultural style, a style that was 
to maintain itself for more than three thousand years; it ^so saw the 

* ‘Sdmulus Diffusion’, p. 16. Cp. W. Kopi>er«’ *Der Hiworuchc Gedanke in Ethno¬ 
logic und PrlhUtorie’, in Kultur und Spratfu, pp. 15 and 33-34. 

* A. L. Kroeber: Tfu Natitre 0/ Culture, pp. 60-01. Cp. pp. $8 and 390-t. 

3 Frankfort: The Birth ttf Civiliaatim tn Ute Kear Edit, p. 50. 
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reclamation of the lower Nile valley for agriculture/ and the political 
unification of this reclaimed land of Upper Egypt with the still mostly 
unreclaimed Delta in a united kingdom. The opening of Egyptian 
hearts and minds to Sumeric influences began only towards the end 
of the latest pre-dynastic period, the so-called ‘Nakida IP or ‘Geraean’; 
and thb state of receptivity came to an end soon after the establishment 
of the First Dynasty. In the meantime this exceptionally receptive mood 
had made history. 

Fields in which Sumerian influence made itself felt in Egypt during 
this formative age were the practice of sealing with engraved cylinders, 
a recessed style of brick building, a Sumerian build of ship, a number of 
artistic motifs—for instance, symmetrical patterns of fantastic animals 
—and the art of writing.* The build of sWp, taken together with the 
probability that the Nile Delta remained an impassable swamp until 
far on in the Age of the Old Kingdom, is the most significant pointer to 
the route by which these Sumeric influences may have reached Upper 
Egypt. ‘In Egypt, signs of contact with Sumer almost cease after 
Narmer’s reign; and, since contact with Syria increased rather than 
diminished during the First Dynasty, it seems unlikely that the Mesopo¬ 
tamian influences reached Egypt from the North’*—though it is true 
that it is no far cry from Byblos, on the Phoenician coast, with which 
Egypt was trading from the time of the Old Kingdom onwards, to Brak, 
on the River Khabur in Mesopotamia,^ where a Sumeric temple had 
been founded in the Protoliterate Age of Sumeric history. Frankfort con¬ 
jectures* that the place where the Egyptians encountered the Sumeric 
Civilisation may have been a common source of frankincense somewhere 
in South Arabia. 

Whatever the route, the reality of the contact seems to be indubitable. 
‘The strongest evidence... is supplied by three cylinder seals shown by 
their very material and by their designs to have t^n made in Mesopo¬ 
tamia during the second half of the Protoliterate period, but found in 
Egypt.’* ‘In view of [the] great variety of detailed resemblances, there 
can be no reasonable doubt that the earliest monumental brick architec¬ 
ture of Egypt was inspired by that of Mesopotamia, where it had a long 
previous history.’’ But the most remarkable evidence is in the field of 
writing. In Sumer the gradual evolution of the Sumeric script can be 
traced from its very beginnings,* and ‘it has been customary to postulate 
prehistoric antecedents for the Egyptian script, but this hypothesis has 
nothing in its favour'.® 

< Pnii^ort: Tht Birth o/Cinlixation in th* Near East, p. 43. ’The Nile vall^ north 
of AsyuC itself was not inhabited prior to NakJda II* (£• Baumgartcl: Ihe Cuittsres 0/ 
Prekutoric Egypt, p. 35). TheNaxUa II people were the first to drain and irrigate Upper 
Egypt (ibid., p. 

* See the Appendix on *The Influence of Mesopotamia on Enpt towards the end of 

the Fourth Mufennium B.c.’ in H. Frankfort: TTu Birth CimUsation in tha Near East, 
pp. io»-ii. es^islly the table on p. 109. > Ibid., p. ixe. 

* Thia word ‘Mesopotamia* is usm here in its strict raeaning, to denote the coun^ 

between the middle courses of the Tigris and Euphrates north-west of, and exclusive 
of, Babylonia. Frankfort uses the word to denote ‘frag minus ‘Iragi Kurdistan but with 
the addition of the territory, east of Euphrates, that u included In the present state of 
Syria. s Op. cit., pp. iio-ii. 

* IbkI., p. tot. t Ibid., p. 105. 

* Ibid., pp. 55-56.Cp. Baumgartel,ep.ctt., p. 48. * Frankfort, op. cit., p. ie6. 
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'In the annals of the kingdom (which happen to survive in a version of 
the Fifth Dynasty), events are recorded only from the First Dynasty on¬ 
wards, a fact si^gesdng that no records of earlier times existed. .. . But 
the writing which appeared without antecedents at the beginning of the 
First Dynasty was by no means primitive. It has, in fact, a complex 
structure. It includes three different classes of signs: ideograms, phonetic 
signs, and determinatives. This is precisely the same state of complexity 
that had been reached in Mesopotamia at an advanced stage of the Pro- 
toliterate period. There, however, a more primitive stage is known in the 
earliest tablets, which used only ideograms.*' 

Frankfort reasonably concludes that the Egyptiac script cannot have 
been invented without knowledge of the Sumeric, but he hastens to 
add* that 'the Egyptians did not copy the Mesopotamian system 
slavishly; they were merely stimulated to develop a script of their own, 
once the notion that language could be rendered graphically had been 
conveyed’. 

Baumgartel, too, points out* that 

'only at the end of NakSda II [the Gcrzean period], shortly before the rise 
of the dynasties, do we find writing established in £g>pt also [i.e. as well as 
in Sumer], The system employed is too similar to that of ^e Sumerian 
script to make an independent origin likely, yet the repertory of signs is 
derived entirely from the surroundings of the Nakida 11 people. There is 
no evidence of a gradual development of script in Eg>’pt, as there is in 
Mesopotamia. The system appears from the first ready-made, much the 
same as it was throughout Egyptian history.’ 

Baumgartel holds^ that ‘certain hieroglyphs originally had Semitic 
values, to which were later added the commonly used names of the 
objects represented’. ‘It follows’, she concludes, ‘that the NakSda II 
people spoke a Semitic language different from that of the Nakida I 
people’, whose language, in her opinion, was Hamitic. As she sees it,* 
the NakSda II people were Asiatic invaders who brought in with them 
painted pottery* and a blade technique of stone-working in place of their 
local predecessors’ bifacial technique.'^ She points out ^at in Sumer the 
blade technique v.'as the predominant one.* Frankfort is more guarded 
in his judgement. 

‘It would [he sums up]* be an error to see the birth of Eg^tian civiliza¬ 
tion as a consequence of contact with Mesopotamia. The signs of change 
accumulating towards the end of the Predynastic Age are too numerous, 
and the outcome of the change is too emphatically Egyptian, in its general 
character and its particulars, to allow us to speak of derivation or depend¬ 
ence. . .. We observe that Egypt, in a period of intensified creativity, 
became acquaint^ with the achievements of Mesopotamia; that it was 
stimulated; and that it adapted to its own rapid development such 

> Ibid., p. X06. * Ibid., p. 107. * In op. cit., p. 48. 

* Ibid., p. 48. * Ibid., pp. 38-39 snd ^0. 

^ Accormng to Bsumgartel, op.dt., pp.a9 and 53, all painted pottery, anywhere intho 
Old World, originated in Asia. 

* Ibid., pp. 38-39. Frankfort, in op. cit.. pp.4S-4^, suggeata, more eautioualy>'hat, 
while the Oerzean culture included Asian elements, it was still predominantly African. 

* Baumgartel. op. cit., p. 39. * In op. ctt., p. no. 
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elements as seemed compatible with its efforts. It mostly transfonned 
what it borrowed and after a time rejected even these modified deriva¬ 
tions.’ 

It will be seen that the role of Sumeric influence in the genesis of the 
Egyptiac Civilization, as described by Frankfort in this passage, is a 
classic illustration of Kroeber’s concept of 'stimultis diffusion’. 

3. THE GENESIS OF THE INDUS CULTURE 

The archaeological record of the Indus Culture that has been re¬ 
covered in our time gives the impression that this civilization, like the 
Egyptiac, made a sudden appearance in the river valley in which it 
found a home for itself. It does not seem to have developed out of the 
Neolithic and Chalcolithic cultures in the adjacent highlands of Eastern 
Iran. It would seem to have entered the Indus valley from elsewhere, 
with its script and its advanced technique of brick architecture ready¬ 
made. On the analogy of what we now know about the genesis of the 
Egyptiac Civilization, one obvious hypothesis for explaining the genesis 
of the Indus Culture is that it, too, was brought to a head by the in¬ 
fluence of the Sumeric Civilization on some people who, like the 
‘Gerzean’ fo&Vzr Nakada II) invaders of Upper Egypt, were within 
Sumer’s cultural range, and who, in response to this stimulus, created 
an independent civilization of their own in a new country that they 
brought into existence by reclaiming a hitherto virgin tract of jungle- 
swamp. In the case of the Indus Culture, however, we lack the archaeo¬ 
logical evidence which substantiates the parallel hypothesis in the 
Egyptiac case. Above all, the Indus script still remains undeciphered, 
so that we do not yet know, as we do know about the Egyptiac script, 
how it compares in point of structure with the Sumeric script. We do 
know that, after the establishment of the Indus Culture in the Indus 
basin about half-way through the third millennium B.C., there was 
commercial contact between it and the Sumeric World. Seals inscribed 
in the Indus script have been found in 'Iraq on Sumeric sites. This 
archaeological evidence for subsequent intercourse does not, however, 
throw light on the question whether the Sumeric Civilization exerted 
any stimulus on the Indus Culture in its formative stage. Still less does 
it throw light on the question of the region in Afrasia from which the 
founders of the Indus Culture originally came. 

4. THE GENESIS OF CIVILIZATION IN CHINA 

Today China, like the Indus valley, 'Iraq, and Egypt, is an agricul¬ 
tural country in which the bulk of the produce comes from drained and 
irrigated land that has been reclaimed from the primaeval swamps of 
great river valleys, and in which the greater part of the population works 
and lives on these reclaimed fields. Present-day China is, in economic 
terms, virtually identical with the lower basin of the Yellow River, 
the basin of the Hwai River, the lower basin of the Yangtse, together 
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with its upper basin in Szechwan, and the basins of the East and West 
rivers, opening on to the south-west coast. In the first volume of this 
book I assumed that, in China, history had followed the same course as 
in the other three regions, above-mentioned, in which the present-day 
basis of economic life is, as in present-day China, a system of agricul¬ 
ture based on water-control. I assumed that in China, as in these three 
other regions, the reclamation of the river-valley swamps had been the 
economic aspect of the local genesis of civilization. I had thought of 
civilization as being a state of society in which there is a ruling minority 
that is exempt from the common tasks of food-production and techno¬ 
logy, on which the majority of the human race have hitherto had to 
spend all their working time in order to keep life going. I had supposed 
that in China, as elsewhere, this leisured class, which is the distinctive 
index of civilization,* had been coeval with the reclamation of the 
swamps. These had been reclaimed under its direction, and at the same 
time this achievement had brought with it the surplus of food production 
which had made it possible for society to support a governing class that 
did not have to take its share in mankind’s daily work. 

This picture of the genesis of civilization in China was not my private 
fancy. It was the established doctrine of the official Chinese account of 
Chinese history that began to take shape in the time of Confucius 
{vivebat circa 551-479 B.C.) and that finally crystallized in the hands of 
the father of Chinese history, Ssu-ma Ch’ien (vivebat circa 149- 

g o B.C.). In this tradition the reclamation of the swamps in the river 
asins of China was attributed to a legendary culture-hero, Yii the 
Great. Yii was eventually taken to have been a human being who had 
founded the pre-Shang Hsia dynasty. The historicity of this dynasty 
has not been confirmed, up to date, as the historicity of the Shang 
dynasty has been, by the progress of archaeological discovery. In 
making Yti the founder of the Hsia dynasty, the authors of the official 
legend were intending to imply that he was the creator of civilization 
in China. The official legend, after maintaining itself for not much less 
than two thousand years, has now been exploded, partly by archaeo¬ 
logical discovery and partly by a critical examination of the earliest 
surviving Chinese literature. It appears chat, in the early Chou period, 
Yu was held to be, not a human being, but a god, who had made the 
earth rise above the surface of the water.* The Chinese official legend 
has now been recognized to be unhistorical. Yet the idea that the re¬ 
clamation of the swamps and the beginning of civilization in China were 
coeval, and were, in fact, simply tw'o facets of a single event, was retained 
by as great and as recent a modern Western Sinologist as H. Masp6ro. 
It was on Masp6ro*s authority* that I equated the genesis of civili^tion 
in China with a response to a particular physiographical challenge-- 
the challenge of the swamps—tlut admittedly accounts for the genesis 
of civilization in the Indus valley, Sumer, and Egypt. 

Meanwhile, within the last thirty years, the traditional picture of the 
> See p. 278. 

> 1 . Needham, is a lener to me of 26th October, 1958. 

i See H. Masp^o: Lo Chine Antique (Paris 1927, Boccard), pp. 20-26. quoted m thi» 
book in i. 318-20. 
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genesis of civilization in China, which Masp^o rationalized, has come 
under fire. It has been suggested that the reclamation of the river«valley 
swamps, which is the dominant factor in China’s present-day economic 
configuration, did not come at the beginning of the history of civiliza¬ 
tion in China but has been a gradual achievement and a comparatively 
late one. It is now suggested that the origins of civilization in China, on 
their technological and economic side, are more like its origins in 
Europe than like its origins in the valleys of the Indus, the Tigris- 
Eupl^tes, and the Nile. 

P. M. Roxby’ has put forward the thesis that 

‘the essential geographical element in the rise of early Chinese civilization 
would seem to have been the existence of an almost continuous west-east 
belt of relatively forest-free and fertile loess soil, initially favourable, in 
spite of some handicaps, which admittedly may have acted as a spur, to 
agricultural development, and also open on its continental side to the 
entry of fresh cultural stimulus from Western Asia.’* 

The primary loess of the western highlands has to be distinguished 
from the redeposited and reasserted loess of the eastern plains.* The 
loess is thick in Kansu, round Lanchow, and westward along the Kansu 
corridor.^ North-westward it stops at what is now the line of the Great 
Wall,* and there is also no loess south of the Tsin-Iing Range; but the 
redeposited loess does extend south-eastward into sou^em Honan and 
eastward as far as Kai-fing.^ There are, indeed, two belts of redeposited 
loess between the western and the Shantung highlands.^ The more 
northern part of the Eastern Plain, corresponding to the modem pro¬ 
vince of Hopeh, was originally occupied by rivers and swamps.^ out 
the central portion of the Great Plain, lying between this Hopeh basin 
in the north and the swamps of the lower Hwai in the south, is much 
higher. It has been the scene of maximum sedimentation by the Yellow 
River where it emerges from the Tung-Kwan gorge.’* Roxby labels 
this comparatively high ground ‘the Honan Water-Parting’. It closely 
coincides with the more northerly of the two bands of redeporited loess 
that extend across the Eastern Plain.** Following V. K. Ting,** Roxby 
notes** that the loess is essentially a valley-hlling deposit and is not 
sufficiently hard to obstruct drainage, so that in the loess belt there 
cannot have been swamps of the kind that filled the alluvial plains. Ting 
maintains that the loess area has always been a semi-steppe and that 
there has never been any forestation there; and Roxby, too, holds** 
that, in Northern China, there was almost certainly no post-glacial pine- 
forest phase of the kind that impeded agriculture in Europe. 

‘All this applies, of course, primarily to the loessial plateaux of the west, 
but in large measure also to the Honan Water-Parting extending east- 

< In 'The Temin of Early Chinese Civilization', in Gicrrapity, the quarterly journal 
of the Geographical Astociatioa, vol. zj (Manchester, 1939), pp. 225-36. Cp. eundein: 
The Major Regions of China’, ibid., pp. 9-14. > Ibid., p. Z36. 

3 Ibid., p. aa6. * Ind., p. say. * Ibid. 

« Ibid. » Ibid. • Ibid. 

* Ibid., pp. 227-9. 10 Ibid., p. aa8. 

>> In Th* Chmtst Social and Potitual SeUnea Ravine, vol. 25 (1931), pp. 265-90. 

I* In Get^ttpky, vol. 23, p. 22S. Ibid., p. 231. 
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wards towards the foothills of the Shantung highlands and particularly to 
the higher western margins of the Plain and the headwaters of the Hwai. 
This extension is postulated in the important generalisation of Dr. Ting 
that “this continuous semi-steppe stretching from the sea to Turkestan, 
free from both forest and mar^ and favourable to agriculture and to 
wheeled vehicles, made early settlement and continuous diffusion of 
culture possible”.*' 

The waist of the plain, between the Shansi and Shantung highlands, 
mostly consists of calcareous alluvium, alluvioloess, with only small 
patches of saline alluvium.* 

Tt is an unleached soil of great fertility, and both the re-sorting process 
of the wind and human agency can expose new surfaces, producing much 
the same effects as the renewal of the soil by the Nile flo^s. The loess in 
all its direct and indirect effects must be reckoned as a positive factor of 
the greatest importance in the environment of the Yellow River basin. In 
contrast, the non-lime-accumulating soils and the semi-tropical climate of 
the Yangtse basin were essentially favourable to marsh and forest. That 
must indeed have been real jungle, as all the references to it in the Tribute 
of Yu, and the name Ch'u (meaning jungle-land) of the first important 
Chinese or semi-Chinese principality whi^ developed in it, suggest. The 
Yangtse region was very far from being “gracious” to the early cultivators. 
It required many centuries of human effort before it became the fertile 
region which it is to-day.** 

The non-calcareous alluvium and rice paddy-fields of the middle and 
lower Hwai valley and the saline alluvium soils of the coastal regions 
north and south of Shantung likewise 'indicate areas of former swamp, 
and much of the saline alluvium has only recently been reclaimed and 
put under cultivation’.* 

By what stages, then, did the Chinese World’s agricultural centre of 
gravity shift from the loess lands, where rainfall agriculture could be 
practised without any preliminary task of clearing forests or draining 
swamps, to the former swamp-lands in the river valleys which have been 
reclaimed at some date between the dawn of Chinese history and the 
modem age? J. Needham suggests* that the establishment of water- 
control in China began in the Chou Age, and that the most important 
features were probably not the reclamation of swamp-land by drainage 
but rather the impounding of run-off water from hill valleys in tanks,^ 
the digging of navigation canals, and the building of dykes along the 
great rivers. Perhaps the earliest record is a reference to Ac irrigation of 
rice-fields in a song in the Shih Chmg which may date from the eighth 
century B.c. The furet dykes along the lower course of the Yellow River 
seem to have been built during the first half of the seventh century b.c. 
by Duke Hwan of Ch’i. The earliest known irrigation tank, the Anffing 

' Ibid., p. 338. * Ibid., p. 339. 

i Ibid. * Ibid. 

< In a letter to me of aSih October, 1958. 

^ Needbam mentiona the analog of the tanka in Ceylon. Perhaps both these and the 
similar works in China were ultimatclT inspired by the small-scale tiriaation works in 
the Afrasian oaaes in the age before the reclamation of Sumer, Egypt, and the Indus 
valley. 
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T’ang in the present-day province of Anhui, which eventually watered 
six million acres of land, is said to have been constructed in the sixth 
century B.c. by the government of the state of Ch*u. The Hung Kou 
(Canal of the Wild Geese), linking the Yellow River, at a point near 
Kai-ftng, with the Picn River, may have been dug about 500 B.c. In 
483 B.c. King Fu Ch’ai of Wu dug the Han Kou canal to link the Hwai 
River with the Yangtsc. In the fourth century B.c. the Chang River was 
diverted to flow into the Wei River instead of flowing into the Yellow 
River. In the third century B.c. in Szechwan an artificial arm of the River 
Min was carried through a cutting in a mountain-side to irrigate a great 
area in the Ch*6ngtu plain. These notices, which I owe to Dr. Needham’s 
kindness, indicate that in China the establishment of water-control was 
a gradual process, as it may have been in Sumer and in the Nile Delta, 
in contrast to its apparently sudden establishment in Upper Egypt and 
perhaps also in the Indus valley. This is the phy8iographi(kl background 
to the genesis of civilization in China. 

China has yielded relics of the late Neolithic stage of culture, but none 
of the middle or the early stage.* The oldest Neolithic culture in China 
is the Painted Pottery Culture. It extended as far east as Honan, and has 
been labelled with the name of a site at Yane Shao in that province; but 
it seems to have started earlier and lasted longer in Kansu, and its 
affinities are with Neolithic cultures in Transcaspia (at Anau), in South- 
West Asia, and in the Danube basin.* This Yang Shao culture never 
occupied Shantung,* and, in its lodgements in the Eastern Plain, it 
succumbed to a later and more advanced Neolithic culture, the Black 
Pottery Culture,^ using the potter’s wheel, which is labelled with the 
name of a site at Ch’eng TzQ Yui, cast of Tsinan.* The sequence of 
archaeol^cal strata is: Yang Shao Painted Pottery Neolithic Culture, 
Ch’eng Tzfi Yui (alias Lun^han) Black Pottery Neolithic Culture, 
Shang Bronze Age Culture.^ At each stage the range of domestic 
animals increased. The Painted Pottery people had only pigs, dogs, and 
cattle; the Black Pottery people had also sheep and horses. The Shang 
liad also buffaloes and goats. The Shang had two breeds of pig, and they 
hunted many kinds of game (they were passionate hunters, in contrast to 
their Neolithic predecessors of both phases).’ The Black Pottery Culture 
site at Ch’eng Tzil Yui was a rectangular walled city, measuring 450 by 
390 metres,® with walls of pounded earth.® This latest Neolithic culture 
in China had in common with the succeeding Bronze-Age Shang 
Culture these pounded earth walls, tripods of the ‘li’ shape, horses, 
cattle, white pottery made of porcelain clay, and divination bones 

1 H. G. Creel: The Birth of CAiko, p. 42. 

a Roxby in loc. cit., p. 232; Li Chi: Th* Begamwit Chines* CivUization, p. 12; 
Creel, op. cit., p. 45. s Li Chi, op. cit., p. 13. 

* Roxby, loc. cit., pp. 230-t and 232. 

* Creel, op. dt., p. 48; idem: Studies m Early Chirtese Cultures, First Series, p. 176; 
Roxby, loc. dt., p. 231. 

^ Li Chi, op. dt., p. 14. 

t Ibid., pp.a2>-23and23>a5.Roxby, loc. dt., p. 231, laysthat cattle, aa well ashoraes 
and sheep, make tndr first appearance in China in the Black Pottery Age. See also 
Creel: Studies, pp. 182-3 and 189, and The Birth of China, p. 49. 

* Creel: Sbiates,n. in. 

* Ibid., pp. 177^2; The Birth of China, p. 48; Roxby, op. dt., p. 231. 
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(though, in the Black Pottery Age, these were not inscribed).' The Shang 
pottery technique was a continuation of the Black Pottery technique j the 
Black Pottery Culture ‘li’-sha|wd tripods set the pattern for the sub¬ 
sequent Shang bronze sacrificial vessels; and Creel sees in the Black 
Pottery Culture the link between the Neolithic Age and the Bronze Age 
in China.* Moreover, the area occupied by the Shang Culture, before 
the removal of the capital to Anyang circa 1384 B.C., seems to have 
coincided with the area previously occupied by the Black Pottery 
Culture—unlike the course of events in Afrasia, where the passage from 
Neolithic-Chalcolithic cultures to Bronze Age civilizations was accom¬ 
panied by a change of location from the oases to the river valleys. On the 
other hand, Li Chi lays stress^ on the discontinuity between the Bla^ 
Pottery Culture and the Shang Culture. He names^ sue features of the 
Shang Culture that were innovations: a new development of the pottery 
industry; the use of bronze for casting tools, weapons, and sacrificial 
vessels; the possession of a highly developed system of writing; chamber 
burials and human sacrifices; the use of chariots; and advanced stone 


bn the Shang script and the Shang bronze technique we ^e confronted 
with the same puzzle as at the geneses of the Egyptiac Civiliation and 
the Indus Culture. These acmevements burst upon us full-blown. 
Each of them must have had a long back-l^toiy.* The Shang style, 
like the Egyptiac and Indus styles, is quite distinctive; yet, m the 
light of what we know about the genesis of the Egyptiac Civilization, we 
can guess that the Shang Culture may have come to birth under the 
stimulus of some older culture whose influence we cannot detect because 
it inspired the fathers of the Shang Culture, not to imitate it, but to 
make something original of their own. ‘Certainly the superlative tech¬ 
nique of Shang bronze-casting must have represented the end point of 
a course of evolution, from the first discovery of the process, rcq^uinng 
many centuries, if not mUlennia.’® The tin content of Shang bronze 
amounts to 17 per cent.’ As for the script, it was not crude or primitive. 
No traces of primitive Chinese writing have been recovered up to date. 

‘ Every important principle of the formation of modern Chinese characters 
was already in use.*'® It is now possible to read most of the characters in 
any oracle-bone inscription, and to date a large proportion of them with 
a margin of error of only a few decades." Great progress was made during 
the 300 years during which we can follow the development of the script 
on the Shang oracle bones." Conventionalized ideograms predomnate; 
and, though some characters arc borrowed for phonetic use, the Chmese 
scribes, like their Sumeric and Egyptiac predeces^rs, held back from 
going over to a completely phonetic system of ^y^iling.'» 

How are we to account for the genesis of civilization in China m the 
form of the Shang Culture? Was it an independent local development 

I Creel : Th« Birth of Chvta, p. 50. Cp. Studm, p. 191. rit n i e 

t The Birth of China, ■p. so, Studm, 9^.190-1. . 1 

4 Ibid. » Li Chi, op. cit., pp. ifi-i?: 

. Creel: e. «!. ’ C. S. &«on: rieflmery,./P: 330 . 

• Creel: Tiu Birth of Chwa, p. 159 - ,! ; | p. ^ 

10 Creel: Th» Birth of CInna, p. x6o. “ Cwl. p. tO. 

11 Ibid., p. 39. »» Creel: The Btrth of Chtita, p. IS 9 . Studiet, p. 39. 
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out of the Neolithic Black Pottery Culture, which was, itself, apparently, 
less dependent on western influences than the older Neolithic Painted 
Pottery Culture? Braidwood considers’ it to be non-proven that 
civilization in Eastern Asia is an independent development. Then was 
the Shang Culture imported, ready-made, by invaders from abroad ? 
If it was, was it brought in from the west or from the south, or partly 
from each of these two quarters ? Or was it a local creation under inspira¬ 
tion from outside ? These several possible explanations are not mutually 
exclusive, and perhaps the truth is to be found in a combination of them. 

Rice seems to have been cultivated in Northern Honan as early as the 
Painted Pottery phase of the Neolithic Age, though at this stage without 
being accompanied by the buf^o.^ Rice <kilti\'ation implies irrigation. 
It al^ implies an origin in the south.’ According to Coon,^ there is a 
consensus among botanists that rice, both wet and dry, was first cul¬ 
tivated somewhere in the tropical monsoon forests, and he raises the 
question whether the invention of agriculture in South China and South¬ 
er Asia may not have been independent of its invention in Afrasia.’ 
Rice, as well as wheat and millet, was cultivated by the Shang people in 
the Anyang period.^ They also had the w’ater bufi^o, though it was less 
common than ordinary cattle.^ The additional breed of pig possessed by 
the Shang people, sus vittctus, was also of southern origin, in contrast to 
the origi^ Chinese pig, which came from the north.’ The Shang 
people’s cowrie shells and pottery must also have come from the south.^ 
Moreover, the nearest sources of tin for Shang bronze, with its high tin 
content, were in Yunnan and Malaya.’’’ 

It thus looks as if elements of culture had seeped into the birth-place 
of the Neolithic and Bronze-Age cultures of China, on the Honan 
Water-Parting, frmn the south as well as from the west, and this from 
the beginning of the local Neolithic Age, some time in the third mil¬ 
lennium B.c. This southern source of culture in Northern China is 
mysterious in the present state of our knowledge. It is easy to see how 
cultural influences originating in Afrasia could have reached China from 
the north-west. But, to the south and south-west, the nearest centre 
of civilization to North China was the Indus valley, and the obstacles to 
the radiation of culture from there to China by an all-tropical route, 
south of the Tibetan plateau, were enormous. South-East Asia was one 
of the latest parts of the Old World to be brought within the OikoumenS. 
The civilizations of India and China did not make contact in that quarter 
till the second century of the Christian Era, about 250 years later than the 
date of their earliest meeting via the steppes and oases of Central Asia. 
The southern provenance of important dements in the civilization of 
China seems to be unquestionable, but it presents us with a baffling 
problem. 

I R. J. Braidwood: Tht Near East and tii* Poundatsons of Civilisation, pp. z-j. 

* Li Chi, op. cit., p. 35: Crael: Studies, p. 175. 

> Creel: Tm Birth ofCnina, p. 31. 

* Op. cit. p. 3J3. * Ibid., pp. 149 and 320. 

^ Roxby, loc. cit, p. 234. 

9 Creel: The Bhrih of Chma, p. 80; Studies, p. 251. 

* Creel: The Birth of China, p. 78; Coon, op. dt, p. 331. 

* Coon, ibid. Coon, op. dt., p. 330. 
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5. THE GENESIS OF THE ANDEAN CIVILIZATION 

The style of the Andean Civilization—if we use the word ‘style’ in the 
broadest sense to cover cultural activities of all kinds—is as distinctive as 
the s^le of the Egyptiac Civilization. Yet in this case, as in that, the 
archaeological evidence suggests that this distinctive civilization came to 
birth under the stimulus of a different, and equally distinctive, civiliza¬ 
tion with whose domain it was not immediately contiguous, though the 
domains of both civilizations were contained in one geographically con¬ 
tinuous Oikoumeni in which the intervening regions were at a transi¬ 
tional stage of culture. In the Americas the civilization that played the 
role of the Sumeric civilization in the Old World was the Middle 
American Civilization, and the transitional culture that was the Middle 
American and Andean civilizations’ common platform—from which 
they rose like two peaks*—was the one that Spinden labelled ‘Archaic’ 
and that Willey and Phillips now label ‘Formative’. 

The evidence linking Middle America and Peru is in the sphere of 
culture contact, not of style;* and ‘the story is obviously not one of 
diffusion alone’.^ 

‘In style and patterning the arts and institutions of the two areas are 
quite distinct. This distinctiveness is more pronounced in the Classic and 
Postclassic cultures than in those of the Formative. There is little question 
but what styles and patterns resulted from local creativeness and inventive¬ 
ness in each area and within smaller regions of each area.’* 

There is no good evidence of diffusion between Middle America 
and Peru before about 1000 b.c.;* but it does seem to have oc¬ 
curred during the last millennium b.c.^ During this period the main 
movement seems to have been from north to south, considering that the 
Formative cultures arose earlier in Middle America than in Peru^ and 
that the development of culture at the southern end of the Pacific coast 
of Peru lagged several centuries behind its development at the northern 
end.* The most convincing single proof of Middle America’s priority is 
to be found in the history of the diffusion of maize, which eventually 
became the staple crop of all agricultural societies in America living in 
climatic and physiographical conditions that allowed of maize being 
cultivated. It may be true that pre-maize root-crop horticulture was 

* A. L. Kroeber, quoted ^ G. R. Willey in 'The Intermediate Area of Nuclear 
America: Its Prehistonc Relationshipt to Middle America and Peru’, a paper read to the 
Thirty-Third International Congress of Americanuta, held at San Jo^, Costa Ric^ in 
July, 1958: Aetas del XXXIII Congresto Inttmacional de Americanittat, vcd. i (San 
Josd, CMta Rica, i^ 9 )i Pp* 184-04. 

a G. R. Willey: 'rbe Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America’, in T 7 u American 
AntAropolofist, vol. 57, No. 3, Part i (June, 1955). pp. S 7 «- 93 . The present reference is 
top. SM. a Ibid., p. 588. * Ibid., p. 589. * Ibid., p. 581. 

• G. R. Willey: 'EstimatM correlations and Dating of South and Central American 
Culture Sequences’, in American ^ntigui^, vol. 23, No. 4 (April, 1958), pp. 353-78. 
The present reference is to p. 358. 

t Willey: ‘The Intermediate Ares’, p. 7. According to Willey snd Phillips, 1958, the 
carbon-14 test has given 1359^250 B.c. as the date for the Early Zacatsneo culture in 
the valley of Mexico, snd 7i4± aoo 8.C. for the coastal Chavin culture in North-Western 
Peru. * Willey: 'Estimated Correlations', p. 356. 
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invented in Peru, at the north-western end of the Peruvian coast;' but 
'sedentary agriculture-based village life and well-developed ceramics 
have been dated back to i coo B.c. in Middle America ... and cultivated 
maize is considerably earlier than this’.* Willey and Phillips raise the 
question: ‘Was the challenge of unfavourable environment a significant 
factor in the development of early maize culture ? The earliest known 
Preformative* developments are in semi-arid regions.’^ According to 
J. A. Mason, the carbon-14 test dates maize found in Bat Cave, New 
Mexico, to as early as 3650 B.c., with a margin of error of+zqo years. 
And maize pollen found in the valley of Mexico, zoo feet below the 
surface, must be at least 60,000 years old.’ The domestication of maize 
was taking place in San Agostin, in West Central New Mexico, by about 
3000 B.c.^ It was being cultivated in Middle America by 2500 b.c.’ But 
maize docs not appear in Peru—not even in Northern Peru—till after 
the end of the Huaca Prieu Age, that is to say till after about 1250 b.c.® 
In Northern Peru in the Vini valley the carbon-14 test indicates that 
plain pottery came in about 1200 B.c. and maize perhaps not till about 
848 B.C.* or perhaps even not till about 715 B.c., which appears to be the 
carbon-r4-test mean date for the Cupisnique phase of North Peruvian 
coastal culture.*^ 

Maize cultivation and the art of pottery are not the only elements of 
culture that appear to have been diffused from Middle America to the 
Andean World during the last millennium B.c. The idea of the platform 
mound seems to have been diffused in this direction between 1000 and 
500 B.c.” Rocker-stamped decoration of |mttery appears in Mexico circa 
1000-500 B.c. and in North-West Peru area 700 b.c." Rockcr-stamped 
decoration and the platform mound and maize appear in North-^Vest 
Peru simultaneously." The diffusion of ‘resist-dye’ painting is another 
example.” Ingcner^, during the last millennium B.c., there seems to have 

< Willey: 'Estitruited CorreUtioni’j p. 373; ‘The Intcrraeditte Area', p. 7. According 
to J. A. Maaon: Th« Aneitnl Civiliaatioiu oj Ptni, p. 30, more than a hundred food planta 
were cultivated in the Americaa and more than thirty of theae in Peru. Cp. G. n. S. 
Buahncil: Peru, p. 36. A list of pre-Columbian domccticated planta in the Andean high- 
landa is given by w. C. Bennett and J. R. Bird in Andean Culture History, pp. 3«>-31, 
Theae two authoridea claim, ibid., p. 29, that the culdvadon of the potato, co^ quinoa, 
and oca originated in the Andean area. 

* Willey: 'The Intermediate Area', p. 7. Cp. G. H. S. Buahnell: PerUf p. 4(. 

> i.e. Isu Archaic in terms of Willey’s and Phillips' revised claaaihcauon (A. J. T.). 

* 'Method and Theory in Ameriean Archaeology, IT (> 95 S)> p. 792 - 

t J. A. Mason: The Ancient Civitiaetums of Peru, p. 30. t^ley, however, gives the 
carbM-t4 date of the maize in Bat Cave as circa 3500 B.C. (‘The Interrelated Rise of 
the Native Cultures of Middle and South America’, p. 33). 

’ Willey and Phillips, 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11 ' (1955), 
pp. 756-7. C. S. Coon, The History of Mm,p. 353, gives the date as 5000 B.C. 

7 Willey: *Tbe Prehistoric Civilizadoni of Nuclear Arrverica’, p. $ 6 t. 

* Mason, op. dt., pp. 31 and 35. Cp. W. C. Bennett and J. R. Bird: Andean Culture 
History, p. 136. 

* G. R. Willey: Prehistoric Settlement Patterns in the Vint Valley, Peru, p. 34. 

>* Willey: ‘The Prehistoric Civilizatioiu of Nuclear America’, p. sot. On p. 577, ibid., 
Willey datea the beginning of the Cupisnique phase circa 1000 B.c. Bushnell, Peru, 
p. 41, places the amval of maize in Peru ab^t rooo B.C. Willey datea it eirea 700 B.c. 
m ‘The Interrdated Rise of the Native Cultures of Middle and South America’, P. 33 - 
“ Willey: The Prehistoric Civilizadons of Nuclear America', p. 583; idem: ‘The 
Interrelated Rise of the Nadve Cultures of Middle and South Atnerica\ pp. 36-37. 

IS Willey: ‘The Interrelated Rise of the Native Cultures of Middle and South America’, 
PP- 34 ~ 36 * Ibid., p. 44. 

Willey: ‘The Prehistoric Civilizadons of Nuclear America', pp. 583-4. 
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been a diffusion of the Middle American Formative stage culture of 
Tlatilco, on the Mexican plateau near the present-day Mexico City, to 
Chavfn, in the north-western highlands of the Andean World,* as well as 
to the north-west coast of Peru in the Cupisnique (Coas^ Chavfn) 
phase of culture there. There are geographical links between Tlatilco 
and Chavfn in Honduras at Playa de los Muertos in the Ulua Valley and 
on the Babahoyo River in coastal Ecuador.* Among the features shared 
with the Tlatilco culture by the Chavfn and Cupisnique cultures, Willey 
mentions^ (in addition to ^e rocker-stamped decoration) incised colour 
zones in pottery decoration, stirrup-spouted vessels, pottery stamps, 
whistling jars, the jaguar motif, and a concept of dualism. On the other 
hand, there is no parallel in the Tlatilco culture to the massive buildings 
at Chavfn, and none in the Chavfn culture to the Tlatilco culture’s 
pottery figurines.* 

The technique of making figurines in moulds seems to have spread 
from the Teotihuacdn Classic culture of Middle America to the Andean 
World early in the first millennitim of the Christian Era.* Willey con¬ 
jectures^ that the mould technique may have travelled by sea from 
Middle America to Ecuador. And it seems certain that a sea-passage, 
based on ports on the north-west coast of Ecuador, was at least one of 
the routes by which metallurgy was diffused to Middle America from 
the Andean World.^ 

6. WHAT WERE THE EXTENT AND THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PRE¬ 
COLUMBIAN CULTURAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE OLD WORLD 
AND THE AMERICAS? 

It seems certain that the first human occupants of the Americas came, 
like their successors, from the Old World, and that this happened at what 
is a relatively late date in the time-scale of Old-World human history. In 
the Americas no trace has been found of anthropoid apes, and none of 
any kinds of hominid other than homo sapiens} The predominant type of 

I G. H. S. Bushnell: Ptrv, pp. 5 S~S 3 - * Ibid., p. 5^. 

> In ‘The Interreluted Ri«e of the Native Cultures of Middle and South America* 
p. 35; and in ‘The I^ehiitortc Civilisations of Nuclear America’, p. f8t. 

* Buthnell, op. cit., P* 53 * * Willey: ‘The Intermediate Area’, p. 9. 

* In ‘The Prehistoric Civtlizattona of Nuclear America’, pp. 583-^ 

7 Willey, op. cit., p. 584. According to Willey, ‘The InterraaCM Kite of the Native 
Cultures of rmddic and South America*, p. 41, ‘American metallurcical techniques were 
first developed in South America.’ Gold work is found in Norm-West Peru (in the 
Lambayeque valley) as early as the Coastal Chavfn hortton, copper work in the Galli- 
nozo period, i.e. the transition from the Formative to the Classic. Metal was first used 
for weapons and tools in North-West Peru in the Mochica period (ibid., p. 41). Bronze 
was invented in the south-east highlands of the Andean World in the classic Tiahuanaco 
period, and was eventually diffused to Ecuador by the Incas (ibid., p. 4a). Copper tools 
nad been in use in Ecuador aa early as the Mochica period of North-West Peru (ibid., 
p. 42). On the other hand, in the Maya cultural province of Middle America metal 
objects were not in circulation before the Late Classic period, eirea a.d, 900-XO00, and 
then only as foreign imports (ibid., p. 42). Copper tools seem to have come to the south¬ 
west coast of Mexico m the Late Postclassic period direct by sea from Ecuador, and 
Ecuiulorian mariners seem to have been the middlemen between the Andean World and 
Middle America (ibid., pp. 42-43). According to Willey, ‘The Prehistoric Ctvilizadona 
of Nuclear America’, p. 584, metallurgy arrived in Middle America from the Andean 
World within the last five centuries before the Spanish conquest; according to C._S. 
Coon, The History of Man, pp. 345—6, it arrived only within the last three centuries 
before that date. * J. A. Mason: The Ancient CiviliMosions of Peru, p. 20. 
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pre-Columbian homo sapiens in the Americas is Proto-Mongoloid, but 
the oldest skulls found in the Americas are dolichocephalic, of an 
Australoid-Melanesoid type.* These various pi^-Columbian representa¬ 
tives of homo sapiens entered the Americas via Alaska, during the latest 
(so far) of the glaciations. In that age, sea-level may have been 300 feet 
lower than it is now. The present Behring Straits will have been an 
isthmus. And the geological evidence indicates that this isthmus and the 
Mackenzie River basin were unglaciated at the time.^ ‘Early migration 
southward from Alaska was maiidy in the intermontane and High Plains 
“corridors" on either side of the Rocky Moimtains.’’ Along the Pacific 
coast of North America remains dating back to the ‘Lithic’ Age arc 
relatively rare.^ They are also rare in Peru and Bolivia.* In South 
America ‘Lithic’ remains are concentrated in temperate and arid areas— 
perhaps because these provided better hunting.^ The earliest human 
entrants into the Americas from the Old World brought their Old- 
World Palaeolithic tools %vith them. The carbon-14 test gives an antiquity 
of 9,000 years to a pair of sandab found in a cave in Oregon, and an 
antiquity of 8,630 years for the human occupation of a cave near the 
southern tip of South America.’ On the High Plains of central and 
southern North America the date of ‘Early Lithic’ (i.e. late Pleistocene 
and early Post-Pleistocen^ remains is circa 800(^4000 B.c.® 'Early 
Lithic’ remains astride the Straits of Magellan are dated, by the carbon- 
14 test, 6688 b.c., with a margin of error of ±450 years.® Willey and 
Phillips date the Lithic Age in the Americas circa 20000-5000 b.c.*® ‘By 
5000 B.c. or before, Man had found his way over most of the New 
World.’" In fact, as C. S. Coon puts it,** a single migration across the 
Behring Straits in the Fourth Glacial Age suffices to explain the human 
occupation of all the Americas except the Eskimo region by about 
5000 B.c. 

This first chapter of the history of Man in the Americas is not contro¬ 
versial. The controversies arise over the question of later contacts, and 
the related question whether such contacts, if they occurred, were made 
by sea across the breadth of the Pacific Ocean and whether, if so, the 
traffic was one-way or was reciprocal. 

Braidwood holds** that civilization has arisen independently in two 
places: the Tigris-Euphrates basin and the New World. Kroeber, too, 
judges*^ that, 

‘all in air the Americas’ ‘culture has evidently both developed and crystal¬ 
lised independently of that of the [Old-World] OikoumenS. The New 
World possesses its own heartland of civilization, stretching from Central 

* J. A. Mason: Tht Ancient Cmiuiationt ef Peru, pp. 25-S7. * Ibid., p. 35. 

s Willey and Phillipa: MetK^ and Theory in Amencaa Archaeoloty (1958), p. 96. 

* Ibid., p. 96. > Ibid., p. 103 . ^ Ibid., p. 103. 

t Mason, op. cit., p. 31. Willey, hewew, dates the earliest human occupation of 
South America as late as 7300-5000 B.C. in The Interrelated Rise of the Native Cultures 
of Middle and South Acmrica*. p. 43. 

I Willey and Phillips: ‘Methm sod Theory in American Arehaeolosy, IT (1953}, 
p. 73 «- • Ibid., pp. 737 -<. 

10 Willey and Phillips (1958), p. 301. 

It Ibid. t* In The Histopf of Man, p. 353. 

n R. J. Braidwood: The Near Eoxt and th* Foundations 0/Crviliganon, p. i. 

t« In The Nature of Culture, p. 394. 
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Mexico to somewhat beyond Peru. The axis of this cultural Nuclear 
America is oriented without reference to that of the ancient Oikoumeni. 
It is both well separated from it and pointed in a different direction.’ 

In Kroeber’s view’ the histories of the Old-World civilizations and 
the New-World civilizations ‘are not, as far as we can sec, parts of a 
single plot. Resemblances are either analogies instead of homologies; or, 
where they are the latter, they arc also disjecta membra.' Willey, too, holds* 
that Nuclear America, to the best of our knowledge, ‘stands clearly 
apart and essentially independent from the comparable culture core of 
the Old World’. Nuclear America and the Old-World Oikoumeni are 
parallel cultural structures. ‘Within each, diverse civilizations (or styles) 
have sprung up as unique re-workings of a common cultural content 
held within the OikoumenS.*^ As Kroeber sees it,* the independence of 
the Pre-Columbian American civilizations is made probable by the 
absence, in them, of iron, wheels, ploughs, the usual grains and domestic 
animals, stringed instruments, ordeals, and proverbs. In plough-agri- 
culture Kroeber sees^ a spedAc cultural pattern, which is unKkely to 
have been invented more than once. He does not feel the same about 
agriculture itself, and he points out that the pattern of agriculture in the 
Americas and in the Old World is not the same. Kroeber's view on this 
point is shared by J. A. Mason. More than a hundred food plants, 
Mason notes,^ were cultivated in the Americas, and, 

‘of these, only very few, such as gourds, cotton, sweet potatoes, possibly 
plantains, peanuts, and coconuts, have close enough relatives in the Old 
World to suggest importation (and the sweet potato almost certainly was 
of American origin); the great m^ority have no foreign congeners, but 
rather close wild relatives in America.’ 

That bronze should have been invented twice over—once in Sumer 
and then independently in the Andean highlands—is surprising, if true. 
Kroeber submits^ that, all the same, it seems probable that bronze was 
invented independently in the New World when one takes into con¬ 
sideration all the associated data, such as the shapes and uses of the 
objects made of it. He notes^ that the Sumerians and the Chinese used 
their bronze for making swords and ritual vessels and that the Andeans 
did not. 

Neither Kroeber nor Willey seeks to deny that there was some diffu¬ 
sion of elements of culture from the Old World to the Americas in the 
Post-Palaeolithic Age. Willey states his position as follows 

‘I am unconvinced of the linkages of style, in art and architecture, 
which have been advanced (Heine-Geldem and Eckholm 195X; Eckholm 
1953)' Un the other hand, certain technical inventions, modes, or complex 
features do argue for pre-Columbian contact.’ 

' Ibid. > ‘The Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America', p. S7Z. 

> Ibid. * In op. cie., p. 60. 

* Ibid., p.Ot. 

* In T/u Aneimt Civilisationt of Peru, p. 30. 

? Ibid., p. 60. * Ibid.,p. 91. 

V In ‘The Prehistoric Crvilizations of Nuclear America', p. 585. 



36o reconsiderations OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 

'The Early Lithic and Archaic reflect a general situation of marginal 
dependence on the Old World.’* Willey and Phillips consider* the 
possibility that the 'Archaic’ culture of the Americas may have been 
derived from Northern Eurasia. The culture of the north-west coast of 
North America appears to be ‘Archaic’ in all its phases;* and here 
'Asiatic and possibly Oceanic influences played a more decisive role than 
those from more southerly parts of the North American continent’.^ 
Krocber notes* that northern North America has received by import 
from Asia a number of non-muuially related items: e.g. the composite 
bow, slat-armour, conical tents, scapulomancy, bear rituals, the shaman- 
istic tambourine drum, the magic flight story, and so on. But, in his 
view,* this indicates that North America was not a passage-way for 
historic continuity between the Old-World OikoumenS and Nuclear 
America. North America has not played the transmissional role that has 
been played by Turkestan. The same point is made in another form by 
Willey and Philips.’ As they put it, the fact of diffusion ‘does not deny 
that the cultures of human societies are integrated functioning wholes 
rather than random assemblages of elements, but it does negate the 
theory that such cultures, or institutions within cultures, are necessarily 
transmitted as integrated wholes’. 

Willey and Phillips also insist* that the independence of the pre- 
G>lumbian American civilizations increased pari passu with their de¬ 
velopment. 

‘With the Preformative* ... we begin to reckon with elements that have 
no specific Old-World parallels.... Asiatic influences may have continued 
to Alter through from the North, or directly across the Pacific, but these 
influences were never again paramount except on the periphery of the 
North American continent. Leaving aside the important but unresolved 
question of whether or not trans-Pacifle influences were significant forces 
in the rise of American agricultural civilizations,'* there can be no doubt 
that the Nuclear American centers (Middle America to Peru) were cul¬ 
turally dominant in the later stages of New World development.’ 


These general considerations, put forward by Kroeber, Willey, and 
Phillips, seem decisive. They hold good in the face of evidence that par¬ 
ticular elements of ciUture were diffused from the Old World to the 
Americas and also, in a much smaller number of instances, in the 
opposite direction. The evidence cited for these cultural contacts and 
interchanges looks as if it were very uneven in value. There are sweeping 
dogmatic assertions that can be discounted, but there are also well- 
attested facts that cannot be explained away, and some of these are 
enigmas in our present state of knowledge. The difficulty of the problem 


> Willey and Phillips: ‘Method and Theop' In American Archaeolocv, 11 ’ (1955), 
p. 79 +- * Ibid., p. 74+. * Ibid., pp. 750-r. ♦ Ibid., p. 751. 

i In Tht Natun oj Cultun, p. 394. * Ibid. 

7 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, IT (1955), pp. 72(^30. 

* Ibid., p. 7^. 

9 i.e. Late AKhaic and Early Fomative, in Willey’s and Phillips’s own revised 
eerminology (A. J. T.). 

Willey is sceptical about the possibility of identical culture traits bavins been in¬ 
troduced separately into Middle America and into Peru by diffusion across the Pacific 
(‘The Prehistoric CivilBattona of Nuclear America’, p. 586). 
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has been accentuated by the results of the application of the carbon-14 
test in the field of Pre-Columbian American archaeology. Tim has in¬ 
sistently set back the dates of the earlier phases of Pre-Columbti 
American history as compared with the previous datings obtaimd by 
dead-reckoning on the basis of estimates of the time required fot the 
detiositing of such-and-such a thickness of stratum of human refill. The 
results of the carbon-14 test may be surprising, and they are subject to 
many possibilities of error, so that they have to be accepted with some 
reserve unless and until we obtain a large enough numb« of ^em to be 
able to arrive at a statistical average. On the other hand, datings based 
on a supposed correlation between thickness of deposit and passage of 
time arc incurably subjective. 

When we have reduced the alleged correspondences bew^ par¬ 
ticular Old-World and New-World culture elements to a mimmum, 

what remains is still impressive. 

The greatest puzzle of all is presented by the history of coR^n. 1 he 
earliest known Old-World cotton fabrics come, it is said,* from Mohenjo- 
daro. According to Kroeber.* cotton originated in India and spread from 
there till, in the end, it largely replaced wool in 'Iraq, hnen in Egypt arid 
Europe, hemp in China and Japan. ‘Its abundant growth and use m 
Peru precedes that in cither China or the West.’ 

'It has been established that the cultivated New-World cottons resulted 
from the hybridisation of Old-World cotton and a wild Amencan cotton 
plant,* probably gossypium raimondii of Peru.’^ 

And it is the unanimous conclusion of botanists ‘that Old-World cotton 
could have been introduced into America only by human agency .» 

‘Aboriginal American cultivated cotton has recently been indicated to 
the satisfaction of botanUts to be a hybrid between Asiauc cultivated and 
American wild cotton. Cotton was present m the lowest ^ncultural, pie- 
ceramic horizons of coastal Peru. Carriage by human hands across^the 
Pacific at this early period would appear to be the only explanation. 

The carbon-14 test has now set bade the date of this pre-maize and 
pre-pottery, but not pre-cotton, stage of culture in Peru to 
h.c.’ According to R. Heine-Gcldern,® J. R. Bird found c^de cotton 
textiles at the pre-ceramic site of Huaca Prieta, m North-West Pern, 
which he dates circa 2575-2370 <»rbon-i4 test. 

2500 B.c. cotton was being cultivated m both the Indus wlley and 

At Huaca Prieta at this period a species of gourd w^ being cultivated 
that was practically identical with one cultivated m Poljmesia. Ac^rd- 
ing to Coon,** gourds were originally domesticated in Africa or India. 

t P Geldem* 'Some Problem* of Miar»tion in the Pacific*, in Kultvrund 

thirteen lnrE«chromo*omM. like wild Amenctn cotton, and abo thirteen tmall chromo- 
like ^W^ted Indun cotton. ^ Heine-Geldem. ibid. 

t 5 }«on. op. dt p. cp. p. 3 *. See G. H. S. Bu.hne L ^^^p. 

t Maaon, op. cit., p. 31. 

* Coon: Th* History of Mm, pp. 304-5- „ j 35 

10 Mason, op. cit., pp. 3 a- 33 - ^ 
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Coon concludes^ that, if cotton and gourds were brought to America 
by human agency, this must have been the work of Neolithic navigators. 
This is as much as to say that the evidence forces upon us a reductio ad 
absurdum. But so incredible a conclusion is surely not necessary. If there 
is a possibility that the archaeologically well attested influence of the 
Sumeric Civiliaation on the late prcdynastic culture of Upper Egypt 
towards the end of the fourth millennium B.c. was diffused by sea via the 
Indian Ocean, it is perhaps just conceivable that Sumerian or Indian 
navigators may have found their way across the Pacific (no doubt un¬ 
intentionally and accidentally) 500 or 1,000 years later. In any case the 
carriers cannot have been Micronesians or the Polynesians. The 
carbon-14 test dates the first human occupation of Western Micronesia 
between 1727 and 1327 b.c., the occupation of the Marianas area 1500 
B.C., and the occupation of Hawaii circa a.d. 825-1125.* Yet 

'While it is certain that the Polynesians did not carry the cultivated 
cotton plant from the Old World to America, it is equally certain tliat it 
was American cultivated cotton which subsequently was introduced into 
the Polynesian islands.’* 

The sweet potato also seems to have come to Polynesia from America 
before the arrival of European mariners in the Pacific. It was found 
already being cultivated in Polynesia by the eighteenth-century Euro¬ 
pean explorers.^ It was found in Easter Island, Hawaii, and New Zea¬ 
land,* and in both Easter Island and New Zealand there were a great 
number of varieties. The name by which it is known in Polynesia also 
points to a South American origin. In the Quechua language of the 
Andean World the sweet potato is called kumar, komaly kumal. It is 
called kumara in New Zealand, Raratonga, the Tuomotos, Mangareva, 
Easter Island; umara or umaa in Tahiti; kumala in Tonga; *umaJa in 
Samoa; uala or uaala in Hawaii; kumaa in the Marquesas; ku'a'ra in 
Mangaia.^ 

The question whether the mariners who brought the sweet potato 
and cotton from America to Polynesia were Americans or Polynesians is 
one that is notoriously still in dispute. Homcll stresses the efficiency that 
had been attained in the technique of shipbuilding in both Polynesia 
and South America before the advent of ^e Europeans. In Polynesia 
'double canoes of large carrying capacity were possessed by the people 
of every principal island eroup’.^ In a.d. 1526 Pizarro’s pilot Bartolomeo 
Ruiz captured, en route between the Isthmus of Panami and Peru, a 
thirty-ton balsa raft with bipod masts (like Burman and Indonesian 
boats), cotton sails, and hennequen rigging.* Mason holds^ that the 

* In op. cit., p. 59. 

* A. Snaro: AnnVnf Voyagm in th* Paeifie, pp. 84 and 100. 

1 Heine-ueldern, ibid., p. 347. 

* R. B. Dixon; The of the Sweet Potato in Polynesia', in TJu Amtriuxn 

Anthropofoguty New Series, rol. 34, No. i (Januax7-Marc}^t93a), p.40. Cp. J. Hornell: 
'Was there pre-Columbian Contact between the People of Oceanu ana South America?' 
in The Jourtuil tht Polynttien Society, vol. 54 (Wellington, N.Z., 1945), pp. 186-7. 

I Dixon in loc. dt., p. 44; Coon, op. dt., p. 357. 

< Hornell, Ibid., p. 175. Cp. Mason, op. dt., p. 23; A. Sharp: Ancient Voyegen in the 
Pceifie, p. 87. 7 Hornell in loc. dt., p. 169. 

* Ibid., p. 179. e In op. dt., p. 21. 
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elements of culture shared by the American societies with Polynesia, 
Melanesia, and South-East Asia are too many, and the correspondences 
too close, to be dismissed as being accidental coincidences. At the same 
time he points out that ‘Polynesians did not reach Easter Island before 
the fourteenth century a.d.’, and that there is no evidence that they had 
any predecessors who were their equals in navigational skill.’ He also 
notes that there is no trace of any infusion of Polynesian blood in the 
Pre-Columbian population of the Americas.^ Indeed, as we have seen, 
chronology rules out the possibility that the Polynesians can have played 
any appreciable part in conveying elements of Old-World culture to the 
Americas, even if we accept Horncirs thesis^ that the Polynesians made 
systematic long-distance voyages of exploration. But account should 
also be taken ot A. Sharp's thesis that there were no deliberate voyages, 
even between Eastern and Western Polynesia;^ that 'all these separate 
worlds were settled by one-way voyages of isolated canoes’ and that 
‘no accounts of deliberate two-way contact have been found'.^ 

A number of miscellaneous culture elements common to the Old 
World and the Americas have been noticed. H. G. Creel, for instance, 
notices that a particular make of stone knife, which is characteristic of 
the Shang Culture in China, as well as the composite bow and the 
sleeved coat, has a circum-polar diffusion, and that the knife is found in 
the New World as far afield as South America.^ He draws attention to 
the affinity between the art of the Shang and that of the Pre-Columbian 
peoples along the north-west coast of North America.^ In particular he 
mentions the motif of bisected animals, joined only at the nose.’ Willey 
notes that the rocker-stamped decoration, which was eventually diffused 
to Peru from Mexico,’® had previously been diffused to Mexico from 
North-East Asia.” Mason notes’^ that'on the coast of Chile characteristic 
stone implements have been found that must have come from Easter 
Island'. The pan-pipes in use in early China and in Peru are identical 
in detail.’* The chewing of betel nut in Malaya, Indonesia, and the 
Pacific has its counterpart in the chewing of coca in the Andean World, 
and in both cases the drug is chewed with an admixture of lime.” Bark 
cloth and feather mosaics were manufactured on both sides of the 
Pacific by identical processes.” Weaving was done by thesame processes, 
including methods of keeping part of the fabric untouched by the dye 
(the ‘resist-dye* process).” Heine-Geldem’s list*® of culture elements 
common to the Old World and the Americas includes the cire perdue 
process of casting metal; the use of tin; the colouring of gold by chemical 
processes; methods of weaving; tie-dyeing (i.e. ‘resist-dyeing’); batik; 

I Ibtd., p. 23. * Ibid., p. 25. > In op. cit., p. 168. 

* A. Shirp: AneUnt Voyagtrs in the Paeifie, p. la. 

s Ibid., p. 30. ^ Ibid., p. 78. 

» Creel: Studiet, pp. 173-4 246-7: TA« Birth of China, p. 97. 

* StudUs, p. 249. * Stvditt, p. 248. See p. 356. 

*> G. R. ‘The Interrelated Ri»e of the Native Cultures of Middle and South 

America’, p. 35; idem: 'The Prchiatoric Civiliaationa of Nuclear America*, p. 585. 

In op. cit., pp. 24-25. Ibid., pp. 24-25 and 231. 

<4 Ibid., pp. 24-25 and 14a. 

>* ibid., pp. 24-25. 

” In Diagetm, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), pp. 9 i- 9 a* 
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the parasol as an emblem of royalty; the ball-game;* the symbolization 
of the points of the compass by colours—and these the same colours on 
both sides of the Pacific. Another list of Heine-Geldcm’s* is longer. 

*To mention only a few out of many items of Asiatic cultural elements 
we find in Peru: Highly characteristic art motifs of the Late Chou period 
of China in the Chavin culture; an Asiatic form of the loom; gauze weav¬ 
ing and other Asiatic weaving techniques; the lost-wax {cire perdiu) 
process of metal-casting; cormorant fishmg; metal mirrors; star-shaped 
clubs (found also in Eastern Asia); the use of the throne, the litter, and 
the umbrella as insignia of rank and royalty, the umbrella being of a very 
unusual type, known only from Peru and from China, where it appears 
already in the second century A.D.* 

So long as Heine-Geldem is dealing in terms of particular elements of 
culture, he is on uncontroversial ground in so far as he can bring for¬ 
ward convincing evidence that the elements that he pronounces to be 
identical really are so. Mason and Willey and Kroeber agree that a 
number of elements were diffused from the Old World to the Americas, 
and a smaller number in the opposite direction. Such facts, when 
demonstrated, have to be accepted, even though the dates and circum¬ 
stances and agencies of the transmission remain obscure. But Heine- 
Geidern plunges into deeper waters when he suggests that the whole 
configuration of an Old-World culture made its way into the Americas 
complete. In another context^ he maintains that the motifs of Andean 
sculpture of the Cha>*in horizon echo those of the Chinese sculpture of 
the eighth century B.c., and that the motifs of the Andean Salinar 
culture echo those of the Chinese culture of the seventh and sixth 
centuries B.C.^ He holds that the influence of the subsequent Dong-son 
culture of North-Eastern Indochina was still more potent in the 
Americas from Panami to Northern Chile and North-Western Argen¬ 
tina—especially in metallurgical designs and processes.’ As for the 
Tajin culture of Eastern Mexico, he writes’ that ‘one would be Justified 
in speaking of a local variant of the Chinese art of the seventh to the 
fourth centuries B.C.’. He suggests^ that the Htndu-Buddhist culture of 
South-East Asia iidiuenced the architecture, art, symbols, cosmological 
ideas, institutions, insignia, and games of ^ddle America—especially 
in its Olmica and Maya cultur^ provinces—in the seventh to tenth 
centuries ajd. And he concludes^ that 

‘the processes involved in the formation of the Mcso-American and 
Andean civilizations can be compared to those which resulted in the 
Hinduisation of South-East Asia’. 

This daring parallel surely refutes itself. The Indian origin of the 
culture that was diffused over South-East Asia in and after the early 
centuries of the Christian Era is attested, not only by styles of art and 
architecture and by forms of social organization and government, but by 

* Abo mentioned by Willey in The loterreUted Rise of the Netivc Cultures of 
Middle end South America’, pp. 20-31. * In Kvltur und Spradu, p. 346. 

) Diotenes, No. 13 (Sprinz, 1950). * Loc. cit., p. 93. 

s Ibid., p. 93. ^ Ibid., p. 94. f Ibid., p. 90. 
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the introduction of Indian scripts and Indian literary languages; and 
this latter evidence would remain uncontrovertible, even if it were to be 
argued that the attribution of the new styles of South-East Asian art to 
an Indian origin is, by its very nature, subjective and therefore dis¬ 
putable. 

During the span of perhaps ten or twelve thousand years that inter¬ 
vened bcuveen the arrival of Palaeolithic Man in the Americas via 
Alaska and the eventual arrival of Modern Western Man there via the 
Atlantic, there is evidence that particular elements of culture made their 
way, by whatever routes, to the Americas from the Old World. But the 
thesis that the same transit was made by complete configurations of 
culture seems to go far beyond the attested facts. If this finding is the 
right one, the pre-Columbian civilizations of the Americas must be 
regarded as having been original creations of the descendants of those 
representatives of hojno sapiens who had entered the Americas from the 
Old World in the last phase of the Palaeolithic Age. ‘Almost every 
element of culture in the New World can be explained on the basis of a 
purely local growth.’* 


XI. THE CONFIGURATION OF MIDDLE 
AMERICAN AND ANDEAN HISTORY 

P RE-COLUMBIAN American archaeology has made enormous 
advances since the years 1927-33, when I was planning the hrst ten 
volumes of this book and writing the hrst three. But the effect on the 
pictures of Andean history and of Middle American history has not been 
the same. The general configuration of Andean history remains much 
what it was, in spite of the filling in of details and the lengthening of the 
chronological vista.^ On the other hand the general configuration of 
Middle American history has been transformed out of all recognition. 

In the late nineteen-twenties the picture of Middle American history 
was dominated by the Maya Classic Civilization in the tropical lowlands 
of Northern Guatemala and in the Mexican territories adjoining it on 
the north-west (as, in the same years, the picture of Pre-Hellenic Aegean 
history was dominated by the Minoan Civilization of Crete). The 
Olm^ca cultural province of Middle America, in the tropical lowlands 
along the Atlantic coast of Mexico south of Vera Cruz, was still quite 
out of the picture, though subsequent archaeological discoveries here 
have led one school of archaeologists to see in the Olm^ province the 

> C. S. Coon: Th* Hiitory cf Mofij p. 3Si. 

* 'Hie vista of both Andean and Miadle American history has been lensthened partly 
by new discoveries, snd partly by the redatine of already known artefacts by the carbon- 
t4 test. This test seems, more or less consistently, to give dates that are earlier than those 
previously guested, by dead reckoning backward from the advent of the Spaniards, on 
the basis of estimates of the time that would have been taken to Uy down such and aucb 
a thickness of debris. This conversion of strata into time-spans is, of course, highly 
coniectursl. On the other hand, the carbon-ia test's margin of error is also high, unless 
and until a great enough number of tests have been made to produce a statistical 
avenge. 
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birthpUce of the whole Middle American Civilimtion.'Agmn, the cul¬ 
tural province on the pUteau, including the Valley of Mexico, and the 
cultu^ province in Yucatan, did not, in the nineteen-twennes, enter 
into the picture until after the mysterious abandonment of the Classic 
Maya sites. Archaeologists accepted the tradition presented in the 
Yu 4 tec Mayan codices and in the information gathered by the earliest 
Spanish inquirers. And this tradition was that the Mayan cmlizatwn in 
Yucatan was started there by migrants from the ^ready abandoned 
Classic sites to the south and south-west. As for the plateau, hisWry here 
began, in the nineteen-wenties, with the arrival of the Jolted fmm the 
north. The civUization of the Cla^ic suge and age at Teotihuacin was 
still below the archaeological horizon, though the pyramids of the Sun 
and Moon had been towering into the sky ever since the days of their 

Classic builders. . • • c 

Using as I did. an Hellenic model to interpret the histones of non- 

Hellenic civilizations, I concluded, from the pi^re pre^nted by the 
archaeologists at the time, that in Middle Amcriw there had been two 
generation of civilizations. The first generation had been represented 
bv the Maya Classic Civilization of the tropical lowlands; and, when 
this had mysteriously come to an end, it had been followed by two new 
civilizations that were affiliated to it in the sense m which the Western and 
Byzantine civilizations were affiliated to the HcUemc. One of th^ two 
afffiiatcd civilizations of the second generation in Middle Amwica was 

thatofthePostclassicMaya,followcdbyToltec,immigrants into Yucatan; 
theotherwasthatoftheToltccsandthcirAztccsucccssorsontheplateau. 

Thirty years’ progress in Middle American archaeology has effaced 
the pirture on which this construction of mine was based. The Middle 
American World now appears as a geographical unity with much the 
same area from beginning to end. The tropical lowland Maya region, in 
which the Maya Classic Civilization rose and fell, turns out to be only 
one Middle American cultural province out of five; and the conquest of 
the tropical forest here for civilization turns out to be a rejahvely late 
event in the long course of Middle American history. The Middle 
American Civilization had almost as old a footing in Yucatan as m 
the forested lowlands farther south, and perhaps an older footing on the 
highlands of Southern Guatemala, on the Mexican plateau, and m the 
‘Olmica’ cultural province in the tropical lowlands round Vera Cruz. 

In the light of this new know-ledge I now have to abandon my previous 
construction of three distinct civilizations in the Middle Amcncan 
cultural area, and to think in terms of a single civilizauon here, as in the 

Andean World. , . , • u .u 

One general effect of the progress of archaeological discovery m both 
these Pre-Columbian American worlds has, indeed, been to bnng out 
points of resemblance between the cultural configurations and the 
histories of their respective civilizations, and at the same tune to bnng 

« G R Willey and P.PhiJIiptsufgMt, with greater caution, thitrte Middle Amcricsn 

Clasaie Civilizauon may uHter in the Otmdea cultural province 

than elsewhere 

> See G. R. 

South America’, p. 39. 
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out points of difference between their respective styles. Though there is, 
as we have seen,* good archaeological evidence for the diffusion of 
elements of culture from Middle America to North-West Peru at a 
time when the Andean World was still in the late ‘Archaic* (ex-‘Pre- 
formativc’) stage of culture, the style of each of the two civilizations is 
quite distinctive and the most striking likenesses between them are in 
their total cultural configuration.* Moreover, though the dii^sion of 
culture elements between these two worlds occurred at least twice—first 
durii^ the late ‘Archaic’ (cx-‘Prcfonnative‘) stage of Andean history and 
again during the last few centuries before the Spanish conquest—the 
two worlds were not, and never became, geographically contiguous with 
each other. From first to last they were separated by a region in South- 
Eastern Central America and North-Western South America, extending 
from the present-day Honduras and Salvador to the present-day 
Colombia and highland Ecuador, which kept in step with them only as 
far as the ‘Formative’ stage* of culture and fell out of the running when 
Middle America and the Andean World each went on to rise to the 
Classic level.'* This makes the similarities between the configurations of 
the two Pre-Columbian American civilizations all the more remarkable. 
These similarities arc both geographical and historical. 

Geographically, each of these two worlds consisted of a number of 
distinct cultural provinces, in each of which a common civilization was 
given a particular local colour.* In either world these different provinces 
were always in communication with each other. In general the more 

* Wil^y: Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America', p. 5S6. 

) See Willey; 'The Interrelated Rise of the Native Cultures of Middle and South 
America’, p. 28; eundem: 'The Intermediate Area of Nuclear America’, p. ti; Willey 
and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, IT (>955), p. 778; 
eesdem, 1958, pp. 171-4. Honduras and Salvador never rote to the Classic level. 
Nicara^a and Coats Rica, too, did not rise above Formative, though their relations 
svith Middle America were with Middle American late Classic and Postclassic. The 
cultures of Panami never rose above Formative, though they were late. Nor did the cul¬ 
tures of the Colombian and Ecuadorian highlands. Even in the southernmost of the ten 
intermont basins of highland Ecuador, civilization was not very old C. Bennett and 
J. R. Bird: AruUan C^/(ur< History, p. 84). In both Ecuador and Colombia, Prt'Tnce 
culture was pluralistic and was quite diatincc from the culture of the central Andean 
region (ibid., p. 86). 'Ecuador has little stone-carving (except in Manabi), a weak develop¬ 
ment of architecture and little uae of stone buildings, only slight development of temcinc 
and irrigation systems, and little use of the Usms. Lacking are highly concentrated 
populations, large ceremonial centers (except possibly on the coast), cities, and vide 
political integration’ (D. Collier, in W. C. Bennett fed.]: A Rtappraisal of Peruman 
Archaoolon, pp. 8j-86). The relative cultural backwardness of even the southern end of 
highland sAiador is not surprising, considering the formidablencas of the physical 
barrier sep^arating the Ecuadorian highlands from the cradle of the Andean Civilization 
in Peru. CAjamarca in Peru is iruulatcd from Loja in Eciudor by 400 kilometres of 
rough, forest-covered mountains (W. C. Bennett in op. cit., p. 3^ Moreover, in the 
Northern Andes, including the North Peruvian highlands, there is a double rainy 
season. This enables a rain-forest to occupy the zone between the ie,oeo-feei contour 
line and the snow-line; and this excludes llamas and alpacas (ibid., p. 3; W. C. Bennett 
and J. R. Bixdt Andoan Culture History, p. 16). On the other hand, the Ecuadorian coast did 
rise to the Claaric and Postclassic levels. At Manta, for instance, there was a true Postclassic 
urban centre (WiUey and Phillips: 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, IT 
(ipSS); pp- 773-4; eoadem. 1958, p. 27^). Willey and Phillips (i95S> PP- 775 and 788} 
ratse the question whether the Ecuadorian coast may perhaps have risen, at one move, 
from Formative to Postclassic as a result of trading with Postclassic coastal Peru. 

* ‘The Classic stage in the New World is limited to Middle America and the central 
Andes’ (Willey and Phillips, 2958, p. 283). 

8 Willey and Phillips:‘MethooanaTbeoiy in American Archaeology, Il’(i95s),p. 780. 
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active the communication between the provinces the higher rose the 
level of the civilization as a whole. In the Middle American World there 
wre five provinces: the OIm6ca region along the Atlantic coast south of 
Vera Cruz; the Valley of Mexico; Oaxica; the Guatemalan highlands; 
and the tropical lowlwds (Petdn, the Usumacinta River valley, and the 
Molagua River valley in Guatemala).* In Peru there were only two 
major provinces; the lowlands along the Pacific coast and the highlands 
overhanging them.^ But within each of these there were sharply defined 
subdivisions. In the coastal lowlands in the earlier stages of Andean 
history almost every river valley, however small—and, in all, there are 
about twenty-five of these^—developed the common civilization on dis¬ 
tinctive lines of its own. The stretches of desert between the ribbons of 
green were barriers to intercourse that were not easily or quickly over¬ 
come. In the highlands there were six subdivisions: the Cajamarca basin; 
the Callejdn dc Huaylas; a portion of the Montaro River valley; the 
Cuzco basin; the plateau north-west of Lake Titicaca, in what is now 
Peru; and the plateau south-east of the lake, in what is now Bolivia.* 

Two fundamental forces were at work in [the] Classic cultures [of 
Middle America]. Intercommunication existed among them and was an 
important factor in their growth. They profited from being a part of a 
larger community of ideas than did the various cultures of the Middle 
American Formative. . . . The intertwining of the many varied [regional] 
strands produced the Classic.’ . . . Regionalism persisted, but it was a 
regionalism in which the various Classic cultures had assimilated sufficient 
from each other so that all drew upon a common fund of great depth and 
richness. . . . Yet this intercommunication and interchange were by no 
means all-embracing. Technologies, elements, things—these were ex¬ 
changed, but complete idea systems remained regionalised.’^ 

There was inter-regional interaction in Peru as well.^ In fact, in both 
worlds there was a combination of active inter-regional trade with 
regional ethnocentrism.^ In Peru, horizon styles—i.e. styles transcending 
the provincial and sub-division:d boundaries—are much more frequent 
than they are in Middle America.® The count of them in Peru runs to 
five*® or six.** 

> Willey and Phillipc ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, IT (1955), 
p. 770; iidem, 1958, p. 184. 

> Willey: 'The Prehistoric CiviliaatioBS of Nuclear America’, p. $77. 
f W. C. Bennett and J. R. Bird: Audeoft CWtwe J/ittory, p. 

* Ibid., pp. 97-99; Bennett in A JUa^auaio/Ptruvian Arthetology^ pp. 4-5; G. H. S. 

Bushnell: Peru, p. 14. The eastern cordulera of Bolivia did not come within the Peruvian 
cultural area p.fn'f^ f^topproisalof PtmvionArehaitoi^, p.4). 

i ‘Individually, these strands would have supported nothing of greater moment thM 
a culture like the Mississippian of the eastern United States, with its temple mounds, or 
the Cod^ culture of PansM, with its fine pottery end metal craft. Together, they emerge 
as Middle American Civilisation' (Willey and Phillips, 1958, p. t5t). The failure of the 
Fonnative-st^ cultures of the south-western United States to rise to the Classic level, 
notwithstanding the early date of the msise found in Bat Cave, is perhaps to be explained 
by the lack, here, of tbe stimulus of intercourse between different local cultural provinces 
(ibid., p. X5S), 

* Willey and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11 ’ (1955), 
p. 780: see also p. 767. Cp. eosdetn, 1958, pp. 151 and 187. 

» Iidem, 1055, p. 775. » Ibid., p. 779 - 

* WiUe>': ‘The Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America’, p. 577. 

*• Willej' in A Reappraital 0/ Penman Archaeology, p. 9. 

Bennett and Bird: Andean Culture History, pp. zo^xe. 
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‘The two configurations of culture-growth arc not only similar but 
synchronous’—and this over a period of 2,000 years.* 

‘The carbon-14 dates tend to make the full dowering of Meso-American 
and Andean cultures in general coeval, the [Meso-American] Early 
Classic contemporaneous with Nazea “A”, and the Late Classic with 
Nazea “B”, Mochica, and Classic Tiahuanaco.’^ 

Coon notes^ that the American civilisations resemble those Old-World 
civilizations that grew up gradually (c.g. the Sumcric Civilization), not 
those that were transformed by sudden impacts from outside (c.g. the 
Egyptiac Civilization). This makes it difficult to delimit the phases of the 
two Pre-Columbian American civilizations precisely; but most archaeo¬ 
logists now seem to find in both worlds an identical series of four phases: 
Archaic (cx-‘Prc-Formativc’); Formative; Classic; and Postclassic.** 

In the Formative period there is, as we have seen, linkage, as well as 
synchronicity, between Middle America and Peru.* ‘The Peruvian 
Formative haa a closer configurational resemblance to the Middle 
American Late Formative.’® In Middle America the Formative begins 
in the second millennium b.c., and in Peru soon after.** The Chavin 
horizon in the Andean World was contemporary with the Olm^ca 
horizon in Middle America and is to some extent parallel with it. Both 
horizons were expansive.^ The feline motif appears in the artistic ex¬ 
pression of Olm^ca as well as Chavin religion.® The Formative styles of 
Middle America and Peru were more like each other, besides being each 
internally more homogeneous, than the subsequent Classic styles.*® 

‘The subsequent Classic civilizations of Middle America—Lowland 
and Highland Maya, Monte Albto, Tqjin, Teodhuac^—all drew upon 
this Formative period art and intellectual achievement. It is as though, 
from Late Formative times forward, Middle American societies were 
participating not only in common technical traditions but in an ideational 
heritage.’** 

In the Peruvian Classic, on the other hand, regional differences 
crystallized into what amounted to distinctive civilizations.** 

* WiUev: *The PrehUtoric Civiltzaciom of Nuclear America', p. s88. 

> R. waurhope: ‘ImpUcadom of Radiocarbon Dates from Middle and South 
America’, in riiblication No. 18(1954), p. as, of the Middle American Research Institute 
of Tulane University, New Orleans. 

> In Tftt liittonof Man, p. 353. 

* See Wiil^: 'The Prehistoric CivilizstiORS of Nuclear America’, pp. 573 aod 577. 

» Willey: ‘The Intermediate Area of Nuclear America’, p. a. 

^ Willey; ‘The Prehistoric Civiliaations of Nuclear America’, p. 586. 
f Willey and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Anriueology, 11 ’ (1955), 
p. 765. Cp. eosdem, 1958, p. 147. Here, on the basis of carbon''i4 tests, more precise 
dates are given: I359±a50 B.C. for Middle Americsn Fonnstive, 714^200 B.c. for - 
Peruvian. 

* Will^: ‘The Prehistoric Civiliaations of Nuclear America', p. 586; idem: The 
Intermediate Area of Nuclear America’, p. 10. 

* Wauchopc, loc. cit., p. 3a. 

to Willey and Phillips: 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11 ’ (1955), 
p. 788. 

»* Willey: ‘The Intermediate Area of Nuclear America , p. 10. 

»> Willey and Phillips: ‘Method snd Theory in Americsn Archaeology, IT (195s), 
p. 78a. 
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The Classic is easy to identify and even to date/ but it is difficult to 
dehne. Its criteria are qualitative and relative: aesthetic excellence, re¬ 
ligious climax, general florescence,^ and differentiation between the 
cultures of the different provinces of each of the two worlds.’ The 
Middle American and Peruvian Classic cultures were approximately 
contemporary.* But in the Classic Age the two civilizations diverged,* to 
rcconvcrge in the Postclassic.* In the Classic period the differences were, 
indeed, sharp. Metallurgy was by then already common in the Andean 
World but was still rare in Middle America. There was already irriga¬ 
tion in coastal Peru, but not yet in Middle America. There was already 
organized warfare and conquest in North-West Peru,’ but not yet in 
Middle America. On the other hand, in the Andean World there was no 
calendar and no system of writing.® 

The Classic Age ended in catastrophe, apparently in most cases in the 
form of war, though war does not seem to account for the abandonment 
of the lowland Mi^a Classic sites that had been won with such labour 
from the tropical forest.® 

I On the north-west coast of Peru, Formadre turns into Classic during the Gsllinazo 
Mriod. Gajlinato III msy rank m beif^ Clsasic and Phillips, 1958, p. 177). 

Carbon-14 tests have pushed the beginning of Peruvian Classic back towards the begin¬ 
ning of the Chrisnan Era artd have made it approximately contemporary with the begin¬ 
ning of Middle American Claatic (ibid., p. top). This b^ns circa a.d. 300, or a6o years 
earlier according to Spinden’s chronofogy. The carbon-14 tests support Spioden's 
system (ibid., pp. 184-s). 

s Willey and Phillipa: 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11 * (1955), 

’'s’ViJley and Phillips, 1958, p. 191. These two authorities also observe (ibid., p. j8a) 
that ‘the Clsasic stage in native New World eulturei marks the beginning of urbanism’, 
and that this 'overrides in importance’ the criteria Ibted by them in 1955. There is 
material evidence for urbanism at Teotihuacin in its Classic Age and in coastal North- 
West Peru in the GslUnaxo III period. But th^ admit that ‘in other cases . .. of which 
the Classic Mays of the Pette lowlands is a prime example, urban dwelling clutters are 
cither lacking or unditcovered'. And the case of the Maya Clasaic Civtlixarion compeU 
them (ibid., p. 183, footnote a) to emphasize ‘the functional, rather than the purely 
formal, dehrutioD of urbanism.... The crucial &ctor’, th^ here auggeat, ‘is the number 
of people who could be drawn upon and orgaiuacd in the interests of the society and 
the culture. Mon society undoubtedly drew upon and coordinated the energies of a 
great many pccmle.’ The words ‘Maya society’ in this context presumably mean a direct- 
mg tninonty of the participants in the society. This minority will have had the leisure 
to direct because it wiU have been exempt from spending its time and energy on dty-to- 
day economic Cssks. This brirtgs us bacg to my sugfesiion, on p. 278, that the pretence 
of a leisured mirtority is a more accurate and illuminating criterion of civilization than 
urbanism is. 

* Willey and Phillips: 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, IT (1955), 
p. 78*. 

s The Middle American and Andean civilizattotu were more different from each other 
in the Clasaic Age than either before or after (Willey and Phillips, 1958, p. 19s). 

* Willey and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American ArchoMlogy, 11 * (1955), 
pp. 783-4. 

’ 'Mochica representative an is a testimonial to war^ie’ (Willey: 'The Prehistoric 
Civilisations of Nuclesr America', p. 579). 'Militarum seems to have been a force in old 
Peruvian society from an early time. In this . . . Peru differs from Middle Amenca' 
(Willey and Phillips, 19^8, p. ij^). 

* Willey: ‘The Fnhutonc Civilizations of Nuclear America', p. 387; Willey and 
Philip: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11 ' (1955), p. 783. 

* There is still no sgreement about the answer to thu baffling question. 

Some scholars have sought to account for the abandonment of the ceremonial centres 
by the hypothesis of a loss of faith, among the peasantry, in the efficacy of the pricau' 
burdensome prescriptions for bringing rain to rnake the crops grow. This bypotnesis is 
advocated by. for example. S. F. de Borhegyi, ‘The Development of Folk ana Cemplex 
Cultures in the Southern Maya Area', in American Anii^patv, vol. xxi. No. 4, pp. 343- 
56. De Borhegyi maintains (ibid., pp. 343-4) that there is arctiMological evidence for the 
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*The carbonyl4 dating of previous periods and the known dates of the 
proto-historic horizon tend to indicate that socio-political upheavals fol¬ 
lowed the full flowering of high culture in both Middle and South America 
at about the same time.’* 


In Middle America one of the most striking pieces of evidence for this is 
the apparently violent destruction of Classic Teotihuac 4 n. In the Andean 
World the corresponding symptom is the sudden, and apparently 
violent and catastrophic, expansion of the Tiahuan^co horizon from the 
south-easternmost subdivision of the highland province over most, 
though not the whole, of the rest of the Andean World*—perhaps via a 
secondary centre of difhjsion at Huari (Wari) in the Mantaro River 
basin, in the highlands farther north-westwarc^.* The Tiahuanacoid is 
comparable to the previous Chavinoid and to the later Inca horizon. Yet 
‘the Tiahuanico influence, while strong, was not an engulflng or per¬ 
manent one’.*^ In the highlands the Tiahuanico style had less influence in 
the almost adjacent Cuzco district than anywhere else in Peru.* Along 
the coast the Huari-Tiahuanico influence swamped the South-East {the 
Nazea sub-division),^ but north-westward it spread as far as Chicama 
only, not to Lambayeque, and it was soon thrown off by Moche.^ 

The salient features of the Postclassic in both worlds were mili¬ 
tarization, secularization, urbanism,^ standardization, and mass produc- 


exiatcnce of • folk culture in chi$ region, side by side with s sophisticated one, for more 
then two thoussnd yesrs. After the Early Formative, he holds (p. 352), each folk society 
'existed in a symbiotic relationship mtn the more complex urban component’. But, at 
the end of the Late Classic period in this region, folk-cult objects reassert themselves 
(p. 350). ’Recent evidence pomts towards the possibility of a revolt of the food-producing 
classes against the e^loitativ'c abuses of the theocrats* fp. 3$o). De Borhegyi suggests 
that there was a chain-reaction of revolt which spread all through the Maya region and 
took a violent form in the north-west, at Bonampak and at Piedraa Negras (p. 350). 

On the strength of archaeological evidence from the opposite side of the Msys recion 
in southern Bdice (British Hondursa), this hypothesis is rejected by G. R. WiQejr: 
”rhe Structure of Ancient Mays $ocie^‘, in The Anuruan AnlhropologisU New Series, 
vol. 58, No. 5 (October, 1956), pp. 777-82. Willey here raises the question: How deep 
was the gulf bebveen the peasant^ ana the ^lite in the Maya culture? In this connexion 
he notes that, in Southern Belice, one finds clusters of house-mounds with small 
pyramid bases among them. This suggests, to his mind, that the culture was not con- 
toed to the great ceremonial centres. Luxury pottery, known from the ceremonial 
centres, is also found in the refute in these house-clusters. ‘All these British Honduran 
diMOveries add up, I think, to a conception of a Maya peasant class that was reasonably 
prosperous and participiting in a cultural tradition not matkedly apart from the in¬ 
habitants of the great religious centers.* Moreover, in the Belicc Valley in the Post- 
classic a« the peasantry diMppeared simultaneously with the great ceremonial centres. 
This srcKacolcmcal evidence impugns, tn Willey's view, the theory that the fall of the 
Mays Classic Ci^ization was due to an internal revolt. 

P. Annillas holds 'tlut the movements of people were the result snd not the cause of 
the crisis. The disintegration was from witlun, and the internal factor causing the de¬ 
cline wts probably an economic crisis’ {A Rtappraisal of Ptruviem Archaeology, p. so8). 

'^UB there is still no generally accepted explanation of the mystery. 

I Wauchew, in loc. at., p. 27. 

* J. A. Mason; The AruteM Cttnliaatiom of Peru, pp. 88-89; O. H. S. Bushnell: 
Peru, p. 92. 

i Mason, Op. cit., p. 93; Bushnell, op. cit, p. 94; Bennett and Bird: Andean Culture 
Hittory, p. 194. 

* Mason, op. cit., p. 8^ 

s Mason, ibid., p. 92; Bushnell, ibid., p. xoz; Bennett and Bird, op. cit., p. 200. 

^ Mason, op. cit., p. 94; Bushnell, op. cit., p. 94. 

7 Mason, op. cit., p. 94; Bushnell, cm. cit., p. 09. 

* Willey and Phillips, 1955, p. 784. Willey in A Reappraisal of Peruvian Archaeology, 
pp. 13-14. 
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tioa.^ Postclassic militarism developed more abruptly in Middle America 
than in Peru.* In Peru it was intensihed in this age, but there it had 
already been asserting itself, not merely since the Classic,* but since the 
Irate Formative.^ In the Postclassic age the imposition of ways of life by 
military conquest was a common phenomenon.* There were ‘wide¬ 
spread movements of peoples and idea systems throughout each of the 
two major areas’.^ Successive waves of ‘Chichimec’ barbarians from the 
north descended on Middle America. The Toltec wave penetrated not 
only eastwards into Yucatan but also southwards into the Guatemalan 
highlands.^ The following Aztec wave was flooding still more widely 
when it was suddenly broken by the Spanish conquest. In the Andean 
World there is no evidence that the wave of violent disturbance repre¬ 
sented by the spread of the Tiahuanico horizon took the form of military 
conquest resulting in the establishment of an empire.* On the other 
hand the subsequent Inca horizon is known, from historical records, to 
be the archaeological imprint of an Andean universal state that was 
established by force of arms. In both worlds in the Postclassic Age the 
tendency towards standardization and mass-production was accom¬ 
panied by a decline in the level of art.* 


'The native city of the New-World Postclassic had large population 
aggregates, was the economic (and probably social, political, and re¬ 
ligious) hub for outlying populations, maintained complex and diverse 
divisions of labor among its citizens, and was a sort of politico-religious 
power.’*® 


In Peru the Postclassic cities, unlike the Classic, had a planned layout, 
especially those along the north-west coast.** In Postclassic Middle 
America there were two series of cities: in the first series, Tula on the 
plateau and Chich^n Itzi in Yucatan; in the second series, Tenochtitlan 
in the Valley of Mexico, Mitla in the Oaxica cultural province, Tzmt- 
zuntzan in Tarasco, west of the Valley of Mexico, Totonacan Cempoala 
in Vera Cruz, Mayapan in Yucatan.** Tenochtitlan had 60,000 inhabi¬ 
tants. These received their supplies by water transport, and part of their 
food was grown on floating gardens.** Neither Mayapan nor Chich6n 


< Willey end PhiUtpi. I9^S, p. 193. 

> Willey: ‘The Prenistonc Civilintwiu of Nuclear America', p. 587. ‘It is not likely 
that the replacenwnt of the prieit-controlled society by the war-state was marked by an 
actual schism. The pymnia and temple centre, symbols of authority in the old system, 
were retained, enlarg^ and Rlorihed. The transfer from sscred to secular was probably 
accomplished by a gradual shiftins in the luiture of the powers exercised by public 
leaders' (Willey in A Reappraisal 0/ Ptrwian Arehoeelofy, p. la). 

* In the Classic Age in Peru, not only Moche but »1 Andean cooununitict except 
Nazes had turned miUtarist (Bennett and Bird: Andean Culture History, pp. 179 and 
i8a}. 

* Willey aiKi Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11 ’ (1935). 

PPj 7 *^- j P- 788. lidem, 1958, p. 199- 

® Will^ and Phillips, X 9 SS;P* 784- 

See a. F. de Bomegyi: "T^e D^elopment of Full and Complex Cultures in the 
Southern Maj’s Area’, pp. 350-1. 

* On this point see Msaon, op. dt., pp. 88-89. 

* Willey and Phillips, X955, p. 784. Bennett and Bird: Andean Culture History, 
p. 308; Bennett [ed.]: A Reo^raisal 0/ reruvian Arehaeakgy, p. 14. 

>> Ibid., p. 785. >> Ibid., pp. 785*^; iidem, 1958, p. 195. 

** lidem, 1955, p. 784; 1958, pp. 196-7. 

«» Tidem, 1955, p. 787; 1958, p. X97. 
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Itzd could compare with Tenochtitlan. and ‘ wc can conclude that urban¬ 
isation was decidedly less successful in the Maya lowlands than m the 

Valley of Mexico’.* . , , j • 

In coastal Peru, at any rate, the advances in technology dunng the 
Formative and Cl^ic periods that made it possible to irrigate and culti¬ 
vate entire valleys, instead of just their fringes,* were accompanied by 
increases in population, concentrations of politiral power, and an ex¬ 
acerbation of warfare and class-divisions. ‘Gallinazo is the first Vim 
neriod at which we can say, for certain, that there wm both lar^-scalc 
i^ieation and extensive wall construction.** And irngati^ 
political unification of the valley from at least as early as Late Gdhr^." 

In the Viru Valley in the Classic period (labelled this \^lcy ^te 
Gallinazo*) there were settlements all over the valley; both the casjho® 
and the big pyramids represent millions of man-hours of labor ; and the 
irrigated area was 40 per cent, as large again as it is at the pi^ent day. 

In 5 ie Andean World there was a sharp increase in the size of the states, 
and consequent diminution in their number, during the second 
of the Postclassie period, which occupied the last four and a h^f 
centuries, according to the carbon-14 da^g, or the liwt one and a half, 
according to the shorter reckoning,‘ before the poUtical unification of 
the whole Andean World in the Inca universal sute. In this age the 
whole series of valleys from the north-western to the south-eastern end 
of the Peruvian coast was divided politically betwwn no more th^ four 
states, with formidable fortresses guarding their fronuers. The Chimu 
Empire, with its capital at Chanchin, laid out on a rectangular plan 
covering eight, or even eleven, square miles, ruled from the Lambayeque 
Valley to the Casma VaUey. The Cuismancu Empire, with its capital at 
Cajamarquilla, held the Chancay, Lurin, and Rimac 
east of this lay the relatively small Chuquim^cu state. The sou*- 
easternmost of the four coastal states was the Chmeha Empire, which 
held the Chincha, Pisco, Ica, and Nazea vaUeys.^ If wc tran^te ^dcan 
history into terms of Hellenic history and equate 

the Roman Empire, the Pre-Inca regional empire ^ong the ^ast will 
correspond to the empires cstoblished by Alexander s siiccessors winch 
were eventually extinguished by Roman conquest. The Incas may have 
borrowed mu^ of their imperial organization and 
Chimii,* as the Romans certainly did borrow much of theirs from the 

Post-Alexandrine Hellenic monarchies. 

The Inca conquest of the Andean World was sudden and rapid. 
According to the chronology now in favour, it was accomplished be¬ 
tween the^years 1438 and 1493 and within the last thirty 
(1463-03) the area of the Inca Empire was incrcawd by 1,000 per c^t. 
Thus 7 hc Andean universal state had been in emtence for oidy atom 
forty years by the time of its sudden overthrow by the Spamards. Yet it 
o ^ » See p. 341, footnotes 7.8,9- 

1 G. R!!'w?fc:‘’‘>rehi8toric Settlement Pattern* in the 

Peru pp. 103-1X; Bennett and Bird: And$an Culturt iwtory, p. a 3. 
t Cp. Boshnell. op. cit.. pp. .16-18. 
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left an impress on the Andean World which even the Spaniards could 
not efface. The Inca Empire had its counterpart in Middle America in 
the universal state that the Aztecs were in process of establishing when 
the arrival of the Spaniards cut this short. At the time of the Spaniards’ 
arrival in Middle America, not only the little state of Tlaxcdla, to the 
east of Tenochtitlan, but the great state of Tarasco, to the west of it, was 
still holding out. The Aztecs were more atrocious than the Incas, and 
the resistance to their empire-building was correspondingly more stub¬ 
born. Moreover, even as tar as they had gone in building their empire up, 
they had established nothing like the Inca Imperial Government's 
centralized control over economic and social life. In Middle America 
under the Aztec regime, the artisans and merchants were still largely 
independent forces m society.* 

Nevertheless, the general resemblance between the configurations of 
Middle American and Andean history is striking. And there is also a 
notable resemblance between the histories of these two pre-Columbian 
American civilizations and those of a number of civilizations in the Old 
World. Down to the point where the histories of Middle America and 
the Andean World are cut short by the Spanish conquest, their pattern 
is recognizably similar to the patterns of Sumcric, Hellenic, and Sinic 
history. The pre-Columbian American pattern resembles the Sumeric 
pattern, in particular, in the gradual rise of civilization out of a pre- 
civilizational stage of culture.^ It resembles both this and the Hellenic 
and Sinic patterns in the subsequent accentuation of militarism and the 
consequent eventual unification of society through the overthrow of all 
the warring states except one by the military might of this sole survivor. 
In the Andean World this denouement had been reached before the 
arrival of the Spaniards; in the Middle American World it was within 
sight. 

This resemblance between configurations of history in the Americas 
and in the Old World is of great significance for the study of human 
affairs, because the Old-World and the New-World scries of events un¬ 
questionably occurred quite independently of each other. The resemb¬ 
lance theremre suggests that there must be something in human nature 
—or at any rate in human circumstances—which has made events take 
these parallel courses in the Age of the Civilizations. J. A. Mason main¬ 
tains* that, * with only minor deviations, practically all of the great ancient 
civilizations of the World developed along more or less the same lines’. 
As he sees it, the drama has been a tragedy in three acts. The first act 
sees the economic revolution in which agriculture supersedes food¬ 
gathering and hunting, and this produces a 'golden age*. In the second 
act the pressure of increasing population produces conflicts. In the third 
act the contending states are united by military force. If this has indeed 
been the plot of £e play up to date, can we liberate ourselves from it? 
Man’s recent technological progress has no precedent; yet, by itself, it 

* WilW: ‘The PrehisMric CtvUizationt of Nuclear America’, p. 587. 

> The Hellenic Civiltzarion had a previoua one, the Mtnoan-HeUadic-Mycenaean, in 
in historical background. SimiUrly the Sinic Civilisation of the Chou period and after 
had in its historical background the cmlixation of the Sbang period. 

t In op. cit., p. 14. Cp. p. 96. 
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will not suffice to solve the problem of civili2ation. Unprecedently 
potent technology may be misused for waging unprecedently destruetive 
warfare; or, if it is used for increasii^ the production of the necessities 
of life, the additional product may be sw^owed up by an unplanned 
and aimless increase in population, without any rise in the average 
standard of living, either material or spiritual. Thus now, as always, 
the spiritual virtues of imagination, wisdom, self-control, and, above 
all, good intent, are the keys to mankind’s destiny. 


XII. ROME’S PLACE IN HISTORY 

AS I see the history of Rome, it is part of the history of what I call 
’the Hellenic Civilization’, and it is intelligible only in this his¬ 
torical setting. One cannot understand the history of Rome without 
taking into account the history of the Hellenic World before as well as 
after Rome began to play her part in it. One can imagine Hellenic his¬ 
tory without Rome. Some other Hellenic or Hellenized state might 
have performed for the Hellenic Society the function that Rome even¬ 
tually did perform for it. Sparta, Athens, Olynthus, Macedon, Syracuse 
were all in the running, at different stages of Hellenic history, for being 
the state that was going to unite the Hellenic World politically. But 
Roman history without the Hellenic Society and Civilization is not 
imaginable. There was never any such thing as a self-contained Roman 
society and civilization, and to try to divorce Rome from Hellenism 
and to treat Rome as an independent historical entity would make 
nonsense of Roman history by placing it in an historical vacuum. J. F. 
Lcddy has interpreted my view correctly in saying* that 

‘What is all-important to Toynbee in the history of Rome is her Hel- 
lenization, and he seems to think of this cultural conquest almost as the 
filling of a vacuum. Throughout A Study of History we see Rome only in 
the shadow of Greece, only as the protector of the Greek legacy, always in 
a Greek context, and (in hta technical sense) as the “universal state” 
briefly sustaining Hellenic Civilization before its final and inevitable 
collapse.’ 

The same point is being made by Fyvel when he says* of me that ‘he 
telescopes Greece and Rome into a single Hellenic Society in which all 
Roman history masks mere disintegration’. 

I accept Leddy’s interpretation subject to the substitution of the 
words ‘I^llas’ or ‘Hellenic World’ for ‘Greece’ and the word ‘Hellenic’ 
for ‘Greek’. In the English language the word 'Greece' suggests a 
geographical area, more or less conterminous with the present-day 
Kingdom of Greece, which ivas never more than part, and originally 
not 5 ie most important part, of the Hellenic World. The most important 
part of the original Hellas was the west coast of present-day Turkey, 
and the Hellemc World expanded in the course of its history till, at the 

< In The Photnix, vol. 11 (i 957 ), N». 4. p. 144. 

* T. R. Pyvel in The Tribune, aist March, 1^7, p. ao. 



376 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
time of the establishment of the Augustan Peace in 31 b.C., it extended 
from Alexandria-on-NUe eastward to Central Asia and the Panjab and 
wesuvard to the Atlantic coasts of North Africa and Europe. The word 
‘Greek’, too, is a misnomer, because in English it suggests the Greek 
language, and the domains of the Greek language and of the Hellenic 
Civilization were never conterminous. From the beginning the Hellenic 
Society included non’Greek-speaking p^ples: for instance, the Luvian- 
sp>eaking Carians and Lycians; and, as it expanded, it converted many 
more: for instance, the Lydians, Messapians, Apulians, Etruscans, and, 
most notable converts of all, the Latin-speaking Romans. On the other 
hand, in Northern Continental European Greece, north and west of a 
line joining Thermopylae to Delphi, there were Greek-speaking semi¬ 
barbarians and barbarians, some of whom were not Hcllcnized till a 
late date in Hellenic history. The Greek-speaking Agrianes and Den- 
theletae round the head-waters of the Rivers Strymon (Struma) and 
O^cus (Isker) were not brought within the pale till the kingdom of the 
Thracian Odrysae was annexed to the Roman Empire by the Emperor 
Claudius and was then deliberately Hellenized by him and his suc¬ 
cessors. Subject, however, to this verbal caveat, 1 accept the passage 
that I have quoted from Leddy’s paper as being an accurate statement 
of my point of view. 

This point of view has been vigorously criticized, not only by Leddy, 
but by other critics as well. J. Vogt, for instance, maintains’ that it is 
inadmissible to treat the Roman Age as an appendage to the HeUenistic 
Age, as if the Roman Age’s destiny were determined in advance. In Roman 
history, he holds, a new force made itself felt. This gave the Roman way 
of life a distinctive character of its own, and that puts the Roman way, 
in its own fashion, on a level with the Hellenic way. Rome, according 
to Vogt, created a new and more profound ideal of human personality. 
W. den Boer maintains^ that, 

‘though, in the w'ords of Horace, the vanquished triumphed over the 
victor, the interpretation which considers the history of Italy and Latium 
to be bound up with Greece even before this victory is alien to historical 
reality.’ 

H. Baudet judges’ that I under-estimate Rome, perhaps partly because, 
for me, Rome is a symbol of unacceptable materi^ism. H. Marrou 
suggests* that I am too Athenian-minded to appreciate the Roman 
Empire at its proper value. H. Holbom makes the same point.’ 

‘The Roman Empire receives no praise. . . . Rome’s capacity to create 
law and unity in a chaotic world was her own genius, and it seems arbi¬ 
trary to disregard her contribution and see in her history a senescent con¬ 
tinuation of Hellenic life.’ 

Leddy, too, takes me to task^ for describing the age extending from the 

> In Saeadum, Ko. 2 (1951), pp> 5 S 7 ~ 74 . * In Toynbe* and Huiery, p. 236. 

* In HitUtrit tn Mttahittorit, p. 57. * In Esprit, July, 1952, pp. x20-f. 

* tn Th« Saturday Rnifte 0/ Literature, 3ict May, 1947, p. 12. 

’ In loc. ett., pp. (46-7. 
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reign of the Emperor Nerva to the reign of the Emperor Marcus Aure¬ 
lius inclusive as being ‘the Indian Summer’ of Hellenic history. He 
considers that I am denigrating that age in giving it this label. W. Gurian 
finds me inconsistent* in bracketing Greeks and Romans together when I 
draw a distinction between the Irish society of the Post-Graeco-Roman 
Age and the contemporary Latin West. D. M. Robinson concedes that 
Rome owed much to Greece; that the changes in Roman society after 
the Hannibalic War ‘resulted from foreign conquests and the economic 
consequences of imperial expansion’. Italy was not ‘a separate and 
independent entity’. ‘Rome and Italy became a part of the Medi¬ 
terranean economic system.’ Yet Robinson, too, protests, in opposition 
to my treatment of Rome, that ‘the Romans were an original people 
with a capacity for world government and with powers of organisation 
and unification rarely excelled in all histoiy.^ 

What are the Roman achievements that have moved some scholars, 
at any rate in the Western World, to insist that Rome ought to be 
treated as a separate historical entity in its own right, rather ^an as an 
element, however important, in the history of the HeUenic Civilization? 
There are two achievements on which, above all, this claim on Rome’s 
behalf is based. One of these is Roman law; the other is Rome’s political 
feat of eventually uniting, in a single ‘universal state’, the whole of the 
Hellenic World w'cst of ‘Iraq and Iran. The second of these two achieve¬ 
ments was, I should say, the key to the first. When once Rome had won 
for herself the role of being the Hellenic World’s unifying state, Roman 
law was bound to become the oecumenical law of the Hellenic Society, 
and was consequently bound to undergo something like the evolution 
and transformation that made it what it eventually came to be. On the 
other hand, if the Hellenic World had been united politically by some 
other state, and if Rome had remained the small, obscure, and back¬ 
ward state that she originally was, on the Hellenic World’s outer fringe, 
there is no reason to suppose that Roman law would ever have got far 
beyond a primitive and rudimentary stage before being replaced—as 
eventually it would have been in these political circumstances. It 
would have been replaced by the oecumenical law of the other state— 
whichever it might have been—by which the Hellenic World’s political 
unity would have been achieved if history had taken this non-Roman 
course.^ 

f Tlu Rtvitto cf Politics, vol. 4, No. 4 (October, 104a), p. 513* 

» Tht Intent 0} Toynbee's History: A Cooperative Apprauaf. 

t Thb is indietted by wh«c happened when Roman Law did come into contact with 
more advanced legal ayttems: for instance, with Egyptian and Greek law in Egypt. 
By the beeinning of the second century B.c., Egyptian and Greek private law in Egypt 
had become asaimilated to each other. Both these systems hsd carried juridical indtvi* 
dualism to a high point. Of the two, the Egyptian was the more advanced, especially in 
the status that it gave to women. But, 'notwithstanding fairly strongly pronounced 
formal differences, the Egyptian and the Greek juridical modes are not differentiated by 
incompatibilities of the same gravity as those which, for several centuries, prevented a 
Helleiused Egypt from "receiving” from the Romans alawthatwaa more archaic than 
hera* (C. PrMux: Vecommie Royale des ZjOgides (Brussels, 1939, Fondstion Egypto- 
losique Reinc Elisabeth), p. 23). 

This is significant, considering that, in Egypt, Roman Iaw had the advantage of being 
the legal system of the nding power, and also mat, by the date of the annexation of Egypt, 
Roman Law had already been in process of Helleniaation for more thsn a hundred yeara. 
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his observation’ that it is 'freedom from the need of directly producing 
their own food which presumably enables the inhabitants of cities to 
devote all their time to specialization, and so to complicate their culture'. 
But we have, I believe, to go farther, and to equate civilization with a 
state of society in which there is a minority of the population, however 
small, that is free from the task, not merely of producing food, but of 
eng^ng in any other of the economic activities—e.g. industry and 
trade—^at have to be carried on to keep the life of the society going 
on the material plane at the ci>'ilizational level. 

'So important... is surplus and its effects on society that a striking 
oonvei^ncc may be found between the peaks of civilization and peaks of 
economic well-being.... Without surplus, members of a society have no 
time for contemplation, experimentation, or the exchange of ideas—the very 
well-springs of change—and tend to remain in a static condition.’^ 

These non-economic specialists—professional soldiers, administrators, 
and perhaps, above all, priests—have certainly been city-dwellers in the 
cases of most of the civilizations known to us.^ But the Maya priesthood, 
with its advanced astronomical knowledge and its conmlicated calen* 
drical technique, may have been an instance of a body of non-economic 
specialists in a non-urban social milieu. On this view, civilization would 
have originated in the emergence, not of cities, but of economic in¬ 
equality and the division of society into classes—nvo of the factors in 
Hanson’s list. 

If this is the correct diagnosis, it is a tragic one; for it means that 
civilization will have originated in social injustice, and that, as far as we 
know, it could not have come into existence in any other way. Social 
injustice has been one of the two specific diseases of civilization since the 
earliest date to which our surviving records of it go back. Its other 
specific disease has been war. In our own day, civilization lias reached a 
crisis as a result of the unprecedented advance of technology in the 
Western World in recent times. Used for constructive purposes, 
technology has now, for the first time since civilization began, opened 
up a prospect of our being able soon to provide the whole of mankind 
with the amenities of civilization, which, hitherto, have been the mono¬ 
poly of a small minority. Used for destructive purposes, it has now also 
opened up the unprecedented prospect of our being able soon to wipe 
mankind, and perhaps all other extant forms of life, off the face of the 
Earth. This pair of alternative prospects suggests that civilization has 
now arrived at a fateful parting of the ways. If we are not now to let 
civilization become an instrument in our hands for its own destruction 
—and perhaps for our destruction too—w’e shall have to abolish the 
institution of ivar and to achieve a radical reform of social injustice. And 
either of these tasks, by itself, would be a gigantic one. 

< Op. ci^ p. 162. 

* Social MCDCC Research Council’s Conunince 00 Ilistorioeraphy’s Report (1954), 

^’/Wedfietd, in Tht Primtivt World otad tU Trtuu/ormatioru, eouates civilization with 
the rise of cities (p. ix) on the sround that it was in the cities that ‘the adminiatrative 
<Ute*, ‘the literate priest’, and ‘the specialized artisan’ made their first appearance 
(p. 30). 
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lyUnkind’s present situation raises the question what the goal of 
civilization is, and the further question whether or not civilization can be 
reformed and salvaged by drawing solely on the resources of this par¬ 
ticular species of ctdture. On the first of these questions, I agree with 
H. Frankfort* in rejecting the view that ‘such changes as an increase in 
food-production or teclmolo^cal advances (both, truly enough, co¬ 
incidental with the rise of civilization) . . . explain how civilization 
became possible*. A. N. Whitehead surely hits the truth in a passage,’ 
quoted by Frankfort in this context, in which he declares that 

‘in each age of the World distinguished by high activity, there will be 
found at its culmination, and among the agencies leading to that culmina¬ 
tion, some profound cosmological outlook, implicitly accepted, impressing 
its own type on the current springs of action.’ 

Christopher Dawson is making the same point when he says that 
‘behind every civilization there is a vision’.’ On this view, to which I 
adhere, the presence in a society of a minority liberated from economic 
activities is an identification-mark of civilization rather than a definition 
of it Following ^Vhitehead’s lead, I should define civilization in spiritual 
terms. Perhaps it might be defined as an endeavour to create a state of 
society in which the whole of mankind will be able to live together in 
harmony, as members of a single all-inclusive family. This is, I believe, 
the goal at which all civilizations so far known have been aiming uncon¬ 
sciously, if not consciously. 

The second question—^whether civilization can save itself solely out 
of its own resources—is a controversial one; and, on this issue, my 
considered answer is in the negative. 1 believe that civilization can be 
saved only by drawing on the resources of the higher religions as well 
as on those of civilization itself. I believe that human beings can save 
civilization by thus rising above it, but I do not believe that, if they do 
turn again for help to the higher religions, this is bound to secure a 
future for civilization or for religion or for the human race. 1 believe 
that, now and always, the future is open for human beings, and that it 
lies at least partly in our own hands to make of it what we choose. 

Hourani is right in finding^ that, in the first six volumes of this book, 
there are two different answers to the question: What is the goal of 
human endeavours ? ‘On the one hand, “civilization" is seen as ultimate.’ 
On the other hand, ‘all growth in civilization is equated with progress 
towards sainthood’. The second of these two answers of mine is, in 
effect, the declaration of a belief that the goal of human endeavours, 
which is being aimed at in the particular endeavour that we call ‘civiliza¬ 
tion’, is something beyond and above civilization itself. This second 
answer is my considered answer, and further consideration has not led 
me to change it. 

1 In Tht Rist of CiviHzation in tht Star Ectt, pp. 7-8. 

3 A. N. Whitehead: Adventurts in Ideas (Cambridge 1933, University Press), pp. 13 
and 14 . 

3 The Dynamics of World Hiuary,a. 41. 

* In Tha Dublin Reviete, vol. 229, No. 470 (December, 1955}, pp. 384-5. 
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Some word U needed to denote what I mean by ^communities’. But 
I confess that my deiinition of both ‘communities' and ‘societies’ is 
arbitrary. Every defuution of them is and must be. The popular usage 
of both words is vague, yet at the same time it is almost impossible to 
avoid conscripting and regimenting both words for use as more precise 
instruments if one is trying to make a systematic study of human 
affairs. In most usages, popular or technical, the word ‘societies’ seems 
to stand for larger and looser networks, and ‘communities’ to stand for 
smaller and tighter networks. K. W. Deutsch, for instance, w'ho is 
thinking in terms of the technology of man-made oommunications- 
networlu and of the associated science of cybernetics, defines a society, 
for his purpose, as 'a group of persons who “have learnt to work to¬ 
gether’”, and a communi^ as *a group of persons united by their 
ability to exchange information’.' 

l8. CIVILIZATIONS 

I use the word ‘civilizations’ in the plural and ‘a civilization’ in the 
singular to mean particular historical exemplifications of the abstract 
idea ‘civilization’ which has been examined above. The relation of 
‘civilizations’ or ‘a civilization’ to ‘civilization’ is the relation of one or 
more representatives of a class of phenomena to the class that it repre¬ 
sents. The class represented by civilizations is one species of the genus 
‘culture’.* Every civilization is carried on the network of a society, and it 
is impossible in practice to study a civilization and its society apart from 
each other. 

Before examining criticisms of my definitions of what I mean by a 
civilization, we must consider the thesis, put forward by several of my 
critics, that there is not, and never has been, more than one single 
representative of this class of culture and society. An uncompromising 
declaration of the unity of civilization, not merely as an abstract con¬ 
cept but also as a concrete phenomenon, has been made by a Com¬ 
munist critic, B. Bykhovsky.^ 

‘Professor Toynbee’s philosophy of history . . . discountenances the 
idea of an integiid world history. As against the unity and historical con¬ 
tinuity of civiliMtion, Toynbee sets up a scheme of numerous segregated 
civilizations, each of which bears throughout the whole cycle of its de¬ 
velopment the impress of specific and immutable characteristics. Prom 
this viewpoint the integral and natural process of development of uni¬ 
versal history breaks down into separate and discrete parts, and historical 
science becomes the comparative history of different and distinct dviliza- 
tions.' 

< Pfiihsophy of Sciaut, toI. tS, No. 3 (July, 19^1). p. 243. It will be noticed that 
Deutsch, like Hobbea and &tsby. thinka of society and communittea aa bcins com¬ 
posed of penon^ not of rclationa bemeen persons. On this rather crucial point, they all 
go t%TOM, I belie^’e. 

* G. R. Willey and P. Phillips use the word 'cultures' to describe the maximum units, 
according to their system of classiScation, up to the New-World Formative stage in¬ 
clusive, arid reserve the word 'civilizations’ for the maximum units in their Classic and 
Postclassic ttsm {Method and Theory in American Archaeology (1938), p. 48). 

2 In Kew ftmet, rath November, 1947, p. 37. 
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The same point has been made, with greater discrimination, by a 
liberal critic, F. S. Marvin.* 

‘There is a unity in civilization as well as dilTcrent types of civilization; 
and, from the point of view of both philosophy and religion, it is still more 
important to seek the uniiy'ing than the distinctive features.* 

In this context, Marvin notes that 

‘much in this whole discussion is purely verbal. We may speak of as many 
distinctive civilizations as we please, so long as we make clear what our 
dividing canons are and so long as they can be consistently maintained.’ 

The notions of ‘distinctiveness’ and ‘unity* arc, indeed, relative in their 
application to human affairs. Every human being now alive has links, 
however tenuous, not only with every one of his contemporaries but 
also with every other human being that has ever lived. In this sense 
human history is one single seamless web, and any dissection of it is an 
arbitrary misrepresentation of Reality. The unity and continuity of 
civilization as a concrete historical phenomenon are most apparent on the 
technological and scientific planes.* Yet, even on these planes, there has 
never, as far as our knowledge reaches hack, been a simultaneous ad¬ 
vance of the whole human race all over the World. Both the two great 
technological and economic revolutions up to date have been made by a 
small minority of the human race in a particular limited area. The 
Neolithic Revolution was made on the outer rim of ‘the Fertile Crescent’ 
in South-West Asia; the Industrial Revolution was made in Great 
Britain. The achievements of these t>vo revolutions have been spreading 
from their places of origin to other parts of the World; but even the 
Neolithic Revolution has not yet reached the whole human race. There 
are still some food-gathering communities extant today, some ten or 
twelve thousand years later than the date of the earliest of the Neolithic 
strata so far unearthed at Jericho. 

Moreover, even if we hold, as Marvin holds,* that, in human affairs, 
the identities are more fundamental than the differences, it is, as he 
judiciously concedes, ‘always instructive to discover, and to attempt to 
explain, jiffercnccs’. The question is really a practical one. Does the 
study of the phenomenon of civilization in its unitary aspect throw more 
light on this phenomenon than the study of it in its multiple aspect? 
In practice we arc compelled, as we have already found,^ by the multipli¬ 
city of the manifestations of a theoretically unitary phenomenon to break 
it up mentally into a number of simultaneous and parallel streams of 
events, and to reunify these by resorting to the comparative method of 
study that Bykhovsky deprecates. For heuristic purposes, at any rate, 
we have to think in terms of ‘civilizations’ in the plural; but, if we do 
use ‘civilizations* as an indispensable piece of intellectual apparatus, 
this imposes on us, as Mai^’in points out, an obligation to give a tenable 
definition or dehnitions of what we mean by *a civilization’. 

* In The Hibbertyoumai.lMXy, i^iS, . 

s This point is made by K. D. Eidmann in Archie Jiir KulturgetehtcMe, zxxiu. Band, 
Heft 3 (1951), p. 340. » See loc. cit. * Sec pp. 163-8. 
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Some critics have asserted, mistakenly, that 1 have not tried to define 
what I mean by a dviliaation.’ Granville Hicks raises the question 
whether a civilization can be defined with enough precision to n^e the 
concept useful.* Other critics* have noted that, in previous volumes of 
this book, I have given several definitions of what I mean by a civiliza¬ 
tion. I have defined it as being ‘an intelligible field of study’; as being 
the common ground between the respective individual fields of action 
of a number of different people; and as being a representative of a parti¬ 
cular species of society. So far as I can see, these definitions are com¬ 
patible with each other, and something essential would be missing if any 
of them were left out. 

The first of these definitions is, of course, put in subjective terms. Its 
approach to the definition of a civilization is epistemological. The other 
two definitions are objective. They are attempts to describe the reality 
that the inquirer’s mind believes (and believes correctly, in my view) 
that it has apprehended in the phenomena. Ideally, any definition that 
we make of anything whatsoever ought to be made in this dual form, 
considering that the duality of subject and object, and the problem 
of what the true relation between them is, are inherent in all thinking. 
Anyway, it cannot be wrong to do this; and one would surely be remiss 
if one did not do it when one is trying to define something that is a 
key idea in one’s particular field of study, as the idea of ‘a civilization’ 
is in my study of history. 

M. Watnick finds^ that my definition of a civilization as being *an 
intelligible field of study’ is ‘completely lacking in operational utility’, 
because I do not say when a field is intelligible and what makes it so. 
He calls this definition 'a jejune and unenlightening tautology’. A society, 
as he interprets my train of thought, b^mes an intelligible field in 
virtue of being a society. O. Handlin, too, finds this definition 'circular 
and tautologi^’.* These criticisms might perhaps have hit the mark 
if I had propounded this definition of mine in vacuo. Actually, I arrived 
at it^ by way of an inquiry in terms that were concrete and also, I think, 
practical. 

I started—reasonably, I should say—by looking at ‘what is the usual 
field of vision of contemporary Western historians’. I found this— 
correctly, I should say—to be ‘some national state’. I then asked myself 
whether a national state was an intelligible field of study in isolation. 
As a test case I took Great Britain, on the ground that this national state, 
if any, ought to be an intelligible field in isolation in virtue of its insu¬ 
larity, and that, if Great Britain proved not to meet the test, it would 
seem unlikely that any other national state would meet it. Running 
through the principal chapters of Great Britain’s, and her princip^ 
constituent, l^gland’s, history, I found that none of these episodes 

I e.g. Chr. Hill in Th« Modem Quarterly, Autumn, 1947, p. 293; M. A. Fitssimons in 
The Revien of Ptditiet, October, 1957, pp. 544-53. 

> The New Leader, 18th Octob^, 1954, p. 2a. 

* e.g. R. T. Clark in The NinetetHUt Century and After, vol. esatx. No. 777 (1941), 
p. 297; L. Mumford in Diagenee, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), p. 14; P. A. Sorokin in Toyn^e 
and fiistory. Dp. 179-ae. 

* In The Antioen Review, No. 7 (Winter, 1947-8), pp. 587-602. 

* The Partisan Review, Jubr-Auguat, 1947, pp. 371-9. ® In i. 17-50. 
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were intelligible if one tried to limit one’s historical horizon to the 
shores of tms island. At the same time, in expanding my field of vision 
outwards in space and backwards in time, I found myself, in both 
dimensions, eventually reaching limits beyond which, on the criterion of 
intelligibility, this expansion of the field began to bring in diminishing 
returns. This line gave me the boundary of the field of vision within 
which the intelligibility of the history of one national state. Great 
Britain, was at its maximum. I found that this spatio-temporal field 
included the histories of all the present-day Roman Catholic and Pro¬ 
testant Christian nations back to the origins of the Christian Church 
among the ’internal proletariat’ of a society that, at the time when 
Christianity made its first appearance, was embodied politically in the 
Roman Empire. Looking next for the origins of tlm proletariat, I 
traced these back, provisionally, as far as the Hannibalic War. Looking 
for a name for this field of study within which the study of the history of 
Great Britain seemed to be at its maximum of intelligibility, I found that 
the most informing label for it would be‘Western Christendom’or simply 
‘the West’ when one came to consider the latest chapter in its history. 
While including the Catholic and Protestant—or ex-Catholic and cx- 
Protestant—nations, it did not include the Eastern Orthodox Christians 
or the Muslims or any other societies to the east of these. Within this 
line, the network of relations was so closely knit that the histories of 
Great Britain, France, the United States, and the other Western 
Christian or ex-Christian national states were intelligible if studied 
synoptically but not intelligible if one tried to study each of them in 
isolation. Outside the same line, Eastern Orthodox Christian history and 
Islamic history had followed different courses. This pointed to the like¬ 
lihood that there were at least two living societies of the same species 
as the Western Society, as well as at least one no longer extant society— 
namely the Graeco-Roman or Hellenic, among w'hose proletariat 
Christianity had made its first appearance. 

On reconsideration, I still do not think that thb intellectual operation 
of mine was an argument in a circle, or that it was not of any use for the 
purpose of increasing one’s understanding of history. As an ‘heuristic* 
reconnaissance, I think it was both legitimate and re>varding. It led to 
the identification of a unit of study—societies of this species that I call 
civilizations—which, in my belief, is a more practical tool for the study 
of human affairs during the last five thousand years than national states of 
the Western type seem to me to be. While I was growing up, a firm 
of British publishers, Fisher Unwin, was bringing out a series of volumes 
under the general title of ‘the Story of the Nations’. Many of these 
volumes were excellent pieces of work. Several of them had, inciden¬ 
tally, a great and lasting influence on me, in helping me to enlarge my 
historical outlook. All the same, I think that 'the Story of the Civiliza¬ 
tions’ would have been a better series for Fisher Umvin’s purpose of 
giving a comprehensive account of the latest phase of the history of 
mankind. 

This is my case for holding that civilizations are ‘intelligible fields of 
study’. But, as my way of arriving at this conclusion shows, the word 


286 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
‘intelligible’ has, for me, a connotation of relativity. A civilization is an 
intelligible field by comparison with its component communities— 
nations, city-states, millets, castes, or whatever else these components 
may happen to be in different instances. In general, a larger unit of 
study is likely to be more intelligible than a smaller one, considering 
that nothing can be completely intelligible short of the sum total of 
Reality. This, however, cannot be intelligible either, because things arc 
intelligible only to minds, and, ex kypothesi, there would be no mind, 
outside the sum total of Reality, to be the subject of this object. Accord¬ 
ingly, as I have noted in this volume from the first chapter on>vards, the 
intelligibility of phenomena, on whatever scale, can never be more than 
partial and imperfect. 

This, again, indicates, from another angle, that a civilization is ‘an 
intelligible field of study’ in a relative sense only. In my process of 
identifying the Western Civilization, I was already finding that this was 
no completely self-contained Leibnizian monad. In the course of the 
reconnaissance in which I hit on it, I also hit on two other contemporary 
units of the same species—the Eastern Orthodox Christian and the 
Islamic—and on one extinct unit, the Hellenic. It was true that the 
network of external relations linking the civilizations with each other 
had proved to be significantly more tenuous than the network of internal 
relations between the participants in any one of them. Yet the prole¬ 
tariat among whom Christianity had made its appearance had been 
recruited from participants in more civilizations than one, and this 
indicated that trans-civilizational relations must be important. Thus, 
from the outset, I ^vas committed to something more than a compara¬ 
tive study of the histones of civilizations regarded as so many separate 
representatives of their species. I had also to study the encounters, in the 
two dimensions of time and space, between human beings who were 
participants in different civilizations. And I had to study the higher 
religions as a distinct species of society. For Christianity was an example 
of a higher religion that had broken out of the framework of one society, 
the Hellenic, and had broken do^vn the barriers between this society 
and others, both contemporary with it and subsequent to it. These 
topics were set out in the plan of the book, printed at the beginnings of 
volumes i, iv, and vii, and they have all been dealt with—though, of 
course, not exhaustively and not adequately—in volumes i-x.* 

> I ihercforc think that I do not daerve Lynn Thorndike’* comment that it doe* not 
'seent quite contiitent for such a doughty defender of internationalism ao to scfircgate 
civiltzscion* in teparate compartments and almost deny the possibility of any such thing 
8* intercivilitation’ (The Jmtmal oj Modern History, vol. vii, No. 3 (September, i 035 )» 
pp. 315-17). Studies of ^terciviUaation' occupy the whole of volume viii and o large 
part of vol. ix. It is true that Thorndike was reviewing vols. t-iii it s dste when only 
these three lud yet been published. Yet he might ha^-e looked at the plan on p. vi of 
vol. i before committing hinuelf to his anticipatory judgement. 

In hti review of the same 6nt batch of three volumes in The Hibbert yountal, July, 
1935 . PP* 632-5, P* S. Marvin has, I should say, better warrant when he criticizes me for 
denying the unity of civilization in treating it as a tp^es represented by a number of 
different specimens. This is, of coune, one of the tnings that I do, and. poce Marvin, 
I adll bflieve that I am right in doing it. Out I should agree that I should have been 
wrong if I had limited my study to this, and had treated the separateness of the different 
eivilixatioiu as if h were, not relative, but absolute. 

K. D. Erdmsnn in Archiv fSr KvituTfachiehu, xxxiii. Band, Heft 3 (i 950 « PP* 174 '*’ 
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So much for my subjective dehnitioa of what a civilization is. As for 
my uvo objective definitions of this, they seem to me to be not only 
compatible but complementary. The common ground between a number 
of different people’s individual fields of action is an alternative phrase 
for describing what, in this chapter, I have called a network of relations 
between a number of human beings.' I have already made the point 
that relations between people, as well as the people who have these rela¬ 
tions with each other, are realities, though people and relations are not 
realities of the same order. And a redity means something that is 
apprehended by human minds as being a reality, and is therefore 
apprehended by them as being a representative of a class—the only 
mode in which human minds can apprehend anything. The class here 
in question is a species of the genus society, which I have defined* 
as being the total network of relations between human beings. A 
specimen of this species will be a particular net^vork that is not a com¬ 
ponent of any other network. A network of relations, being a pheno¬ 
menon in the time-dimension as well as in the space-dimension, will 
have phases. The civilizations whose histories arc on record up to date 
are objective realities that have all had geneses; most of them have also 
grown, over various periods of time, to various extents; some of them 
have had breakdowns; and some of them have then gone through a 
process of disintegration ending in dissolution. 

In crediting civilizations with histories in a pattern of phases, I 
am not personifying them or conceiving of them in anthropomorphic 
terms.* A non-human intelligible field of study—for instance, a crystal 
~can also be an objective reality that changes in a regular pattern of 
phases. But it is, of course, true that any concept of an entity, human or 
non-human, that appears to some particular mind to be a real, as well as 
an intelligible, field of study may be an hallucination or illusion of that 
particular mind. Our concepts are no more than working theories or 
hypotheses so long as we have not tested them adequately by applying 
them to the phenomena and ascertaining whether they do or do not 
fit.* Till we feel sure that they have satisfied this test, we have no warrant 
for assuming that there are objective realities corresponding to them. 

350, and C. Trinkaus in Seitnet and Soeuty, vol. xii, No. 1 (194S). pp- 218-39, criticize 
me. in particular, for exaggerating the degree of the separateness of tne Western Civiliza¬ 
tion from the Hellenic. I may perhaps have underestimated the closencas of the network 
nf relations between them, but I have not ignored it. At early in this Study ts i. 44 I 
coined the phrase sppsrentation-and-afBiiation to describe the relation in which these 
two civilizations, and several other pairs, seemed to me to stand to each other. On re¬ 
consideration, I 6nd myself still holding that the Western, Orthodox Christian, and 
Islamic ciriJizations arc distinct representatives of the species and not jiut later phases 
of the older civilizations to which, in my view, they are ‘affiliated’. On the other hand. I 
am convinced by Erdmann’s and Trinkaus* thesis of continuitv' in the ezses of the 
history of civilization in the Tigris-Euphrates basin, India, and China; and accordingly 
I have struck my supposed Babylonic, Hindu, and Par Eastern (main body) civilizstiooa 
out of my list. My Mexic and Yucatec civilizations, too, have been abolished by the 

f irogreas of archaeological discovery. For these changes in my list of ci^iliaations, see 
urtherpp. 549-51. 

> H. Werner, however, finds that I have no insight into what it is that bolds a eiviliza- 
don together internally (Dtuueht Vurltljahrssehrift fOr LileraturKistemchqft vnd 
GtistesgetekiekU, 29. Jahrgang, xxix. Band (l 935 )> P' 543 )* 
s On p. 271. 

> See p. 45, with footnote 3. 
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Does my concept ’civilizations** as I have dehncd it* have realities 
corresponding to it or not? 

This has t^n denied by P. A. Sorokin in a critique of the first six 
volumes of this book. Toynbee assumes, Sorokin writes,* that his 
'civilizations’ are ‘a real system and not mere congeries or conglomera¬ 
tions of various cultural (or civilizational) phenomena and objects 
adjacent in space or time but devoid of any causal or meaningful ties’. 
This account of my view, which Sorokin supports by a quotation and 
by further references, is correct except in one important point. I believe, 
and have repeatedly declared my belief, that the ties between the dif¬ 
ferent relational strands in the network of a civilization are 'meaningful’, 
but I do not believe that they are causal, because I believe that human 
relations take the form of free responses to challenges, not the form of 
inevitable effects of causes. Subject to this vita] reservation,* I acknow¬ 
ledge that the rest of Sorokin’s account of my assumption is correct. 
Sorokin then asks whether this assumption is valid, and answers his 
question emphatically in the negative. 

'His "civilizations” are not united systems but mere conglomerations of 
various civilizational objects and phenomena (congeries of s>’stems and 
singular cultural traits) united only by spatial a^acency but not by causal 
or meaningful bonds. For this reason, they are not real "species of 
society” ^erefore they can hardly be treated as unities and can hardly 
have any uniformities in their genesis, growth, and decline. These con¬ 
cepts cannot even be applied to the congeries, because congeries do not 
and cannot grow or decline. Like the components of a dumping place, 
they can only be re-arranged, added to, or subtracted from.... The total 
civilization of even the sm^leat possible civilizational area—that of a 
single individual—is but a coexistence of several and different systems and 
congeries unrelated with one another in any way except spatial adjacency 
in a biological organism.’* 'The Spenglerian-Toynbee ascription of some 
specific perennial tendency to this or that civilization, regardless of the 
period of its history, is misleading and inaccurate.’* 

As far as I can make out from these passages, Sorokin does not, after 
all, differ from me in principle, since he seems to hold that there are 
some genuine congeries of ‘systems’, as well as congeries of single 
cultur^ traits. ^Vhat he is disputing so vigorously is the reality of 
systems of relations of a particular species—the species that I call 
civilizations and in whose reality I believe. This dispute is not just a 
duel between Sorokin and me. Sorokin frankly acknowledges^ that my 

> In Toyn&M ottd History, p. :8o. 

> Sorokin’s mistaken impreasion that I think of the interconnexions between the 
different clentents in a civuiaadon u being causal has led him (ibid., pp. i8o-t) to 
suppose that I myself hare refuted my own buief ^t civilizations are systems by demon¬ 
strating that two of the components of a civilizadon, technique and economy, ‘are 
cauodly unrelated to the rest of the "whole”'. Sorokin would indeed have caught me 
out here if I were a determinisc who held that the system in a civilizadon was a aystcin 
of causes and effects. My actual belief is that it is a system of challenges and res^nsca 
and that it is therefore one in which there ia some &ce play and some possibility of 
change. 

* Sorokin means, I think, ‘not specimens of a real species of society'. A particular 
civilization cannot, itaelf, be a speciei. 

* Sorokin in loc. cit., pp. iSe^t. Cp. p. iSz. 

* Ibid., p. i86. 


* Ibid., p. x8e. 
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position is that of the ‘so-called “functional anthropologists’*’. A 
belief that the concept of a culture corresponds to a significant and im¬ 
portant reality seems, in fact, to be prevalent among present-day 
anthropologists. ‘A civilization’ is a representative of one species of 
culture; and most modern Western historians who deal with the history 
of Man in process of civilization seem to take the reality of at least some 
civilizations for granted:’ for instance, their own Western Civilization 
and the Graeco-Roman (in my terminology, ‘Hellenic’) Civilization at 
any rate. Indeed, most Westerners today arc up in arms for the defence 
of‘the values of Western Civilization’ against threats from a traditional 
enemy, ‘Oriental despotism*, and a new enemy, ‘Communism’, to 
which the Western Civilization is exposed in their opinion. This militant 
expression of what is certainly a genuine anxiety surely implies a belief 
that the Western Civilization is a reality, and that there are alternative 
realities of the same order which are presumably real since they are felt 
to be menacing. 

Of course, even if the validity of an hypothesis has been verified, up 
to the hilt, by the test of a thorough application of it to the phenomena, 
it is improbable that its validity will not be subject to any limitations. 
Kroeber notes,* with characteristic good sense, that ‘a culture is always, 
so far as we can judge, highly composite in the origin of its constituent 
materials’. He compares cultures to ecological aggregates.* And he 
points out* that, while cultures tend towards integration, they never 
achieve total integration, and that 'there is almost nothing in culture to 
correspond to .. . organic repetitiveness’. Albright, too, suggests* that 
‘a culture represents an empirico-adaptive system* and that ‘inner 
bonds are, in general, quite secondary’. But this recognition that the 
interdependence of the different elements in a culture is not absolute 
and unqualified is a decidedly different position from Sorokin’s uncom¬ 
promising denial of any interdependence between them whatsoever (a 
denial that is compromised, nevertheless, by his admission that some 
of the components of the ‘congeries* are ‘systems’). 

If Sorokin’s thesis were right, it would prove that not only civiliza¬ 
tions, but all institutions of all kinds, were hgments of other people’s 
imaginations that had nothing corresponding to them in reality. This 
would follow because the reality of institutions, if they are real, is of one 
and the same order.^ They exist in the psychic medium of human 
thoughts and feelings and wills. I can see no rational basis for the ap¬ 
parently rather common assumption that institutions which have an 

I In his unpublished ptper^ Anderle commenu «s follows on Sorokin’s thesis that 
civilixstions sre not real unities. 'It is obviously a very arbitrary, controversial, and, 
above all, unproven, assertion; and to prove it in its ne^tive form would be extremely 
difficult. Sorokin's dumping-place theory is also not likely to van the approval of hia- 
torians~at any rate, those of them who study whole cultures and their total aspects and 
who therefore presumably cannot refuse to take account of the overwhelming impression 
of compactness (Gtsehlotsenheit), inner cohesion (ZittamTmnhmtgn), and consequen- 
ti^ity (rolgtriehi^luit) which e\xn the layman receives when he strolls through the 
galleries of the Egyptian, Chinese, and Graeco-Roman departments of a museum.' 

* In Th« Natttre tff Culture, p. 93. 

> Ibid. * Op. cit., p. 131. Cp. p. 148. 

* In From the Stone Wge to Christianity, and ed., p. 135. Cp. p. 104. 

A This point has been made already on pp. asa-S. 

u ses« L 
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administrative structure arc realities but that those which do not have 
this feature are hallucinations. This assumption is made by, for instance, 
K. D. Erdmann.* The true units of history, he maintaip, are not 
civilizations, but states, because states, he holds, are ‘the units in which 
an operative will crystallizes itself in institutional form’. H. J. Morgenthau 
likewise maintains* that political and geographic^ units ‘lend themselves 
more readily to empirical verification’ than civilizations do, and there¬ 
fore, as he sees it, ‘it is not by accident that there has been a tendency 
for history to be written in terms of political and geographical units 
rather than of civilizations’. The same assumption seems to be made by 
Sir Ernest Barker when he labels civilizations ‘Brocken-spectres’, while 
describing state-systems and religious organizations as being ‘definite 
and visible’.’ 

Is not Barker here falling into the mistake—which he attributes to 
me on the next page—of confusing metaphors with arguments ? Was the 
Kingdom of Prussia or the Christian Church, for instance, really ever 
‘visible’ or ‘definite’ in any sense in which these terms are not equally 
true of the Western Civilization or of Hellenism? Surely neither Prussia 
nor the Church has ever been visible at any time. Prussia has been con¬ 
sistently invisible. Obviously it is invisible at the present ^c, when 
there is no longer a Prussian state to be displayed in symbolic lines and 
colours on a map; obviously, too, it w-as invisible in the year A.p. i, 
when no such state had yet been dreamed of; but it was also invisible 
during the reign of King Frederick the Great and during the chancellor¬ 
ship of Prince Bismarck. The Prussian statewas more potentin Frederick’s 
and Bismarck’s generations than in others, but its potency was exer¬ 
cised in the invisible realm of psychic relations between the thoughts, 
fcelinp, and actions of human beings. The human beings labelled ‘ lung’ 
and ‘Chancellor’ were visible, certainly; but, notwithstanding Louis 
XIV’s famous dictum, a ruler—even as absolute a one as any human 
being can be—can never be an incarnation of a state; his title does no 
more than make him a symbol, and his personality, however command¬ 
ing, can make him no more than the most prominent, and perhaps the 
most effective, among a vast number of persons whose reUtions with 
each other weave the pattern called, say, the Kingdom of Prussia. We 
can see the King, the Chancellor, the civil servants at their desks in 
government offices, the soldiers in uniform on parade-grounds or on 
battlefields; we can see the flags displaying, in conventional colours, the 
heraldic device that is the Kingdom’s emblem; we can see the posts and 
barriers, delimiting the frontiers, also painted in the Kingdom’s con¬ 
ventional colours. But the one thing that we can never see is the King¬ 
dom itself. The same is true of the Church. We can never see the Church 
itself; we can sec only its places of worship, its altars, crosses, and 
monstrances, ite clerics in their vestments. We can, of course, feel its 
influence. The influence of a higher religion is more potent than that of 
any state has ever been, but a diurch’s influence, like a state’s, is cxer- 

• In Arthiv/Or Kulturgesekichu.xxim. Band, Heft 2 , 

» In Tovnlm and History, p. 194, Quoted tlreedy on p. 233. G. CetUn, ibid., p. 160. 
8UBge*t* th« culturet are entities of 1 different order from both jovemmentB md 
human beinga. I ^ not dispute thi*. * Toyrtbs* and History, p. 96. 
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ciscd in the invisible realm of psychic relations. It, loo, is a network of 
relations between human beings. 

And what about the British and the American Constitution, which are 
respectively key-parts of the state-systems of the United Kingdom and 
the United States? The British Constitution is invisible by definition, 
since it has been left unwritten. But has the American Constitution 
really been made visible in the celebrated document that has been duly 
drafted, agreed, enacted, and promulgated? Are we seeing the Constitu¬ 
tion of the United States when wc read in print the words of a text 
bearing that title? No, this ’written’ constitution is no more visible than 
the ‘unwritten’ one or than the United States of North America them¬ 
selves or than the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland. A constitution is not a series of ink marks on paper. These 
visible marks are merely a mnemonic device for recording an agreement 
between a number of human beings about the terms on which they are 
going to r^ulate their political relations with each other. The agreement, 
its terms, and the relations between people through which these terms 
are put into effect arc invisible, all alike. 

Civiliaations are invisible, just as constitutions, states, and churches 
are, and this for just the same reasons. But civilizations, too, have mani¬ 
festations that are visible, like the Prussian state’s gold-crowned eagles 
and spiked helmets, and like the Christian Church’s crosses and sur¬ 
plices. Set side by side an Egyptiac, an Hellenic, and a pre-Renaissance' 
Western statue. It will be impossible to mistake which of these is the 
product of which school of sculptors. The distinctiveness of each of the 
three artistic styles is not only visible; it is definite—more definite than 
any of the visible products or emblems of any church or state. By ex¬ 
ploring the range, in space and time, of a civilization’s distinctive 
artistic style, one can ascertain the spatial and temporal bounds of the 
civilization that this style expresses. As Kroeber points out,’ an artistic 
s^le is a sensitive indicator of historical connexions. Within the ambit 
of any one civilization the various styles ‘tend towards a certain con¬ 
sistency among themselves’,* and ‘styles arc the very incarnation of the 
dynamic forms taken by the history of civilization’.* Our ability, 
Kroeber adds, to locate an unassigned work of art to its place in a style 
sequence implies that the development of a style follows a one-way 
course. ‘A sMe is a strand in a culture. ... It is abo a selective 
way, . , . where compubion or physical or physiological necessity 
reign, there is no room for style.’ In being selective, a style, as well 
as a state, is an expression of will.* Bagby, too, observes* that 'the 
art-historians have shown that the styles of works of art are not abso¬ 
lutely indefinable’, and that 'something of the same kind b done by 
the anthropologist and the culture historian. He, too, feels a common 

> The Weetem statue must be pre-Rciuuaaance if it is to be chancteristtc and distinc¬ 
tive. It must antedate the Western reception, at ‘the' Kcnaiuance, of the Hellenic at>'le 
of visual art. * In Stytt and CwilizatioHS, pp. a-} and 1S5-6. 

i Tht Naturt of Culturt, p. 40a. 

4 Ibid., p. 4^. Cp. Anderle, in the passan qitoted on ^ aSq, footnote t. 

* Stylo and Otvilixatiant, p. 150. This is me answer to Erdmann’s contention, cited 
on p. aqo, that states are the only kind of institution in which the human will Bnds 
expression. * Ii) Culturo and History, p. 108. 
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flavour in the diverse features of a ciilture or a period; he too tries to 
point out the observable qualities which give rise to this feeling.’* 
Frankfort points out* that 'we recognise ... the character of a civiliza¬ 
tion ... in a certain coherence among its various manifestations, a 
certain consistency in its orientation, a certain cultural "style” which 
shapes its politick and its judicial institutions, its art as well as its 
literature, its religion as well as its morals.’ He illustrates his point by a 
masterly characterization* of the Sumero-Akkadian and Egyptiac 
civilizations, in which he brings out the fundamental features of each 
and the differences in their respective ways of pursuing the common 
endeavour of civilization. 

The visible works of art that reveal so much about their civilization 
are merely expressions of it. They arc not the civilization itself. That 
remains invisible, like a church or a state. When the anthropologist 
or the cultural historian tries to analyse the observable qualities that 
have been his clues to the diagnosis of a culture, he analyses them, as 
Bagby notices,^ in terms of ideas and values. Invisibility is, indeed, a 
common characteristic of all forces that are potent in human affairs. 
Even in the realm of non-human nature, over which Man has now estab¬ 
lished his mastery, invisible microbes and protons are more potent than 
visible lions and flashes of lightning. In the spiritual realm, where Man 
is not master, he has to cope wim an invisible network of relations 
between elements in his own psyche, and with another invisible network 
of relations between himself and his fellow human beings. And the most 
potent of the forces that move human souls is the spirit that blows like 
the incalculable wind whose passage is audible but invisible.* 

19. 'fossils' 

In the process of identifying systems of human relations of the kind 
that 1 have called 'civilizations’, I found that the specimens of the 
species were not all of the same generation and not ^1 even partially 
contemporaneous. For instance, the still extant Western Civilization 
has, in its historical background, an extinct civilization, the Hellenic, 
to which the Western Civilization is related in a way that I have called 
'aflUiation’. I went on to identify other civilizations that are now extinct, 
as the Hellenic is. 1 identified some of these by the procedure by which 
I had identifled the Hellenic. 1 delved back into the origins of some 
extant civilization till I struck (so I believed) an earlier civilization, 
distinct from the extant one, though this was obviously afflliated to it. 
In two cases, however, 1 identifled an extinct civilization by a different 
clue in the present-day world. Instead of ascertaining the former exis¬ 
tence of an extinct civilization through the present existence of an 
extant civilization, I ascertained it, in a more direct way, through the 
present existence of what appeared to me to be extant relics of a civiliza¬ 
tion that, but for these, was extinct. ‘One set’ of extant communities— 
‘including the Monophysite Christians of Armenia, Mesopotamia, 

> Cuiturt and Hisior^, pp. iof-9. 

* In TAt Rut of CiviUiation in tht Ntar Bast, p. 16. * Ibid., pp. 49-50. 

4 In Culturt and History, p. 109. * John iu. 8. 
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Egypt, and Abyssinia and the Ncstorian Christians of Kurdistan and 
Malabar, as well as the Jews and the Parsecs’*—seemed to me to be 
relics of an otherwise extinct Syriac Civilization. 'A second set—includ¬ 
ing the Lamaistic Mahayanian Buddhists of Tibet and Mongolia and 
the Hinayanian Buddhists of Ceylon, Burma and Siam,* as well as the 
Jains in India’^—seemed to me to be relics of an otherwise extinct 
Indie Civilization. I may or may not have been right in my identifica¬ 
tions of the civilizations represented by these two sets of extant com¬ 
munities, but I do not think I was wrong in diagnosing these communities 
as being relics of something that is otherwise no longer in existence 
today. If the societies represented by these extant communities arc not 
extinct civilizations, they are at any rate extinct phases of civilizations 
that are still extant in later forms.* 

These extant communities that I have labelled ‘fossils’ interested me 
for the reaon that literal fossils interest palaeontologists. They seemed 
to me to be clues to something in the past which I was eager to redis¬ 
cover and reconstruct. I seized on as many of them as I could find, and 
used them for tracking down civilizations, or phases in the histories of 
civilizations, which did not seem to have any other representatives than 
these in the present-day world. The fact that my ‘fossils’ were not just 
isolated phenomena but presented themselves in sets and sub-sets 
seemed to me to enhance their value as evidence. In one set the Jews 
and the Parsecs seemed to me to be relics of the Syriac Civilization as it 
had been developing before this development was interrupted by the 
intrusion of Hellenism on the Syriac World; the Ncstorian and Mono- 
physite Christians seemed to be relics of the same Syriac Civilization 
as it w'as when it was reacting against the Hellenic Civilization’s ascen¬ 
dancy. The Hellenic Civilization intruded on India too, and the second 
set of ‘fossils’ seemed to fall into two sub-sets, like the first. The Jains 
and the Hina^nian Buddhists seemed to be relics of civilization in 
India as this had been developing before the intrusion of Hellenism. 
The Lamaistic Mahayanian Buddhists seemed to be relics of civiliza¬ 
tion in India as it was when it was reacting agunst Hellenism’s ascen¬ 
dancy there.* 

One Jewish critic of my work, E. Berkovltz, has noted that, in my 
view of history, ‘fossils’ are apt to come in clusters. 

‘One of the charms of the Study is that it prevents Jews, as well as 
Judaism, from falling into the sin of vain conceit by imagining that there 

■ i. 35. Cp. i. 51 and i. 90-93 .1 noted that the former Neatoriana of Malabar had now 
become Monophysitet. 

* Cambodia cmghc to have been itKhtded in the Ikt of eeuntriea in which the Hinayana 
is now practised. * i. 35. 

^ Aa a result of the rcconsiderationa set out in the present volume, I now think that 
there is more continuity than discontinuity in the history of ct^’ilix«tion in India since 
after the dUappearance of the Indus Culture there, and that it is therefore truer to 
reality to treat this as the histoty of one single civilization, instead of trcatiitg it as the 
history of an ‘Indie* Ci\’i]i3ation followed by an affiliated 'Hindu* Civilization. On the 
other hand, I find myaelf confirmed in ray previous view that there is a break of his¬ 
torical continuity between the now extinct Sj^ac Civilization and the still extant Islamic 
Civilization. Most of my erides seem to hold that this break is still greater than I judge 
it to be. 

s This is a recapitulation of what has been set out more fully in i. 90-93. 
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mately four hundred years; a ‘universal state’ lasting for approximately 
another four hundred years; and an ‘interre^um’ Tasting for approxi¬ 
mately three hundred years, between the dissolution of the H^enic 
Civilization in the western provinces of the Roman Empire and the 
emergence, in the same region, of a Western Christian Civilization— 
a society of the same species as its Hellenic predecessor, to which it is 
alhliated. Applying this model to the histories of other civilizations, I 
found the Hellenic-Western chronological pattern recurring clearly 
enough and often enough—so it seemed to me—to make me think of it 
as a specihc pattern in ^e histories of civilizations in general. Now that 
I have replaced my former Helicnic-Westcm model by an Helleno- 
Sinic model,^ I have, of course, to reconsider the chronological pattern 
that I derived originally from an analysis of my former Hellenic-Western 
model. 

As far as I can see, an approximately four-hundred-years-long ‘time 
of troubles’ still stands as the usual immediate sequel to a breakdown.* 
On the other hand, I feel less certain now about my supposed four- 
hundred-years’ span for the duration of universal states. The Ch’in- 
Han first bout of the universal state in China did have this duration, 
like the Roman Empire in the West. But the Roman Empire itself lasted 
about two hundred years longer in its more important central and eastern 
provinces than it lasted in its outlying western provinces; and, in re¬ 
examining my list of universal states, 1 find too many exceptions to my 
supposed normal span of four hundred years to allow this supposed 
norm to stand. As for the three-hundred-years-long interregnum 
between the dissolution of the Hellenic civilization in the west and the 
emergence of Western Christendom there, the application of a Chinese 
or a Helleno-Sinic model suggests that the course taken by events in the 
West was not the most usual one.^ Usually the end of the first bout of a 
universal state has been followed, not by the dissolution of the civiliza¬ 
tion politically embodied in it and by a consequent inter-civilizational 
interregnum, but by a less violent social and cultural break. The usual 
sequel has been a bout of anarchy followed by a revival of the previous 
universal state. This is the pattern, not only of Chinese history after 
the f^l of the Ch’in-Han Empire, but also of Eastern Orthodox Chris¬ 
tian history after the fall of the Roman Empire in its central and eastern 
provinces. Other instances of this pattern have been noticed in this 
volume in the passage just cited. This pattern is strongly pronounced 
and is also frequent in its occurrence. At the same time, there does not 
seem to be any correspondingly exact chronological regularity. The 
lengths of the alternating bouts of anarchy and oecumenical order seem 
to vary. 

The results of my reconsiderations in this field may be summed up as 
follows. It still seems to me that there is a common pattern in the post¬ 
breakdown phases of the histories of those civilizations that have broken 

t See pp. 197-204. 

* Thb rour-hundred-yean 4 ong ‘time of troubles* his sometiinci been punctuated by 
1 first attempt at a universal state. In the Hellenic ‘time of troubles’ this role was played 
by Alexander’s abortive empire; in the Sumeric 'time of troubles’ it was played oy the 
Jess ephemeni empire of the dynasty of Agade. > Sec pp. 186-97. 
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down up to date; and I also still think that the first stock episode after 
the breakdown in this recurring pattern of events—namely the bout of 
anarchy that I have called a'time of troubles*—has had an approximately 
uniform duration as well as an approximately uniform plot. But I no 
longer think that this uniformity of duration extends to the subsequent 
episodes in the common pattern of disintegration as this has now been 
revised in the light of my replacement of my former Hellenic-Western 
model by a new Helleno-Sinic one. 

Thus I have retained my previous belief that the sequel to the break¬ 
downs of civilizations follows a standard pattern, but I have abandoned 
my previous belief that it also has a standard time-span. I have never 
believed that there is either a standard pattern or a standard time-span 
for the history of a civilization that has not yet broken down. I have 
never believed, either, that every civilization is predestined to break down. 
Consequently I have never believed that there is a uniform maximum 
time-span for the duration of all societies of the species ‘civilizations’, 
as there is for all specimens of any species of living organism. On 
this issue I always have differed, and still do differ, in toto, from that 
great man of genius Oswald Spengler. I am surprised to find Philip 
Bagby following Spengler to the length of suggesting* that 'we may say, 
with a fair degree of certainty, that the whme process of development 
from the beginnings of a civilization to the beginnings of a “universal 
state” . . . takes l^tween a thousand and fifteen hundred years’, and 
even looking forward to being able eventually to pin the standard dura¬ 
tion of this period dowm to something 'between 1100 and 1300 years’. 
I do not find Baby’s ar^ments in favour of this unqualified chrono¬ 
logical determinism convincing. The calculations by which he arrives 
at this result are, it seems to me, of the 'Procrustean* kind of which I, 
too, have been accused. 

21. CREATIVE AND DOMINANT MINORITIES 

By a creative minority I mean a ruling minority in which the creative 
faculty in human nature finds opportunities for expressing itself in 
effective action for the benefit of all participants in the society. I do not 
believe that, in a creative minority, there is a higher percentage of 
creative individuals, endowed with a larger fund of creativity on the 
average, than there is in any other section of the population. A/VTiat dis¬ 
tinguishes a creative minority, and wins goodi^ towards it among 
participants in society outside the creative minority’s ranks, is that it is 
a ruling minority in which the creative faculty has free play and in 
which it is exercised in the public interest. 

By a dominant minority I mean a ruling minority that rules less by 
attraction and more by force. As I sec it, this change in emphasis— 
from ruling mainly by attraction to ruling mainly by force—occurs when 
a creative minority, in my sense of the term, loses its opportunities for 
creative action. It may forfeit these by its own fault, by falling into one 
of the snares by which the path of creativity is beset. It may be tempted 

i Id Culturt and History, p. 221. 
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by success either into losing its head or into resting on its oars. Alterna¬ 
tively, a creative minority may be deprived of its opportunities for 
creative action by changes in so^ and cultural circumstances for which 
the representatives of &e minority have had little or no moral respon¬ 
sibility. In whichever of these ways the minority may have lost its 
opportunities for creative action, it will arouse resentment, opposition, 
and resistance among the rest of the population if it tries to clii^ to 
power by force aRer having ceased to perform for society as a whole the 
services that previously made its rule acceptable. 

On reconsideration, I think that, in previous volumes, I have painted 
the contrast between the ‘creative’ and the ‘dominant’ phase in the rule 
of a minority in too strong colours. I have painted it white in its ‘creative’ 

f ihase and black in its ‘dominant’ phase, whereas the true colours are a 
ighter and a darker shade of grey. Perhaps I also drew too sharp a 
dividing line between a ruling minority of either kind and the rest of the 
population. 1 have discussed these points eaiiier in this volume,* and 
therefore need not go into them further here. 

22 . THE PROLETARIAT 

I defined my usage of this word at an early point in this Study.^ I 
meant, and mean, by it ‘any social element or group which in some way 
is “in” but not “of’ any given society at any given st^ of such society’s 
history’. I have, I believe, kept to this usage consistently. It is based on 
the literal sense of the Latin word proletarii, and it coincides with the 
usage of this word in the terminology of Roman constitutional law. On 
the other hand, it does not coincide with the celebrated Marxian 
modern usage. In this Marxian usage ‘the proletariat’ means a labouring 
population employing a technique called ‘machine industry’ under a 
regime called ‘capitalism’. People working under these conditions may, 
of course, be proletarians in my sense too. Many, indeed perhaps most, 
of them were that in Marx’s and Engels’ generation. Today probably a 
majority of the World’s industrial workers have ceased to be prole- 
tanans in my sense through having acquired a stake in society. In 1961 
this would, I should guess, be the situation in most parts of the Soviet 
Union, as well as in most, though not in all, Western countries. On the 
other hand, the proletariat in my sense includes people of many kinds 
who are not proletarians in the Marxian sense. It includes anyone who 
is penalized in any respect—economically, politically, or socially. A 
person’s material standard of living is not the criterion. A pauper free¬ 
man—e.g. an Egyptian peasant—is a proletarian, but so too is a Roman 
magnate’s confidential slave who has been permitted by his master to 
accumulate a large peculium; for the well-to-do slave is penalized by 
being kept in a sub-human juridical status. But a millionaire can still be 
proletarian, even if he is a rieeman; for instance, a New Yorker Jewish 
millionaire who is a citizen of the United States but whose candidature 
for election to membership in a club has been rejected because he is a 
Jew and not because there is anything personally objectionable about 
> On pp. 124-7 <uid 14S-50. > la L 41. footnote 3 . 
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him. The term, as I use it, includes all ‘displaced persons’ (refugees, 
exiles, and deportees), however highly gifted and distinguished; all 
mercenary soldiers, however highly paid and however formidable, from 
Cyrus the Younger’s ten thousand Greeks to the French Crown’s 
Swiss Guard; all subject peoples (e.g. the Bantu in South Africa ^d 
Kenya); all insurgents (e.g. those that, at the time when I was writing 
these words, were under arms in Cyprus and in Algeria), so long as they 
have not yet turned the tables on the powers that be, as the Coelcsyrian 
Jewish insurgents against the Seleucid monarchy did in the second 
century B.C.; and all barbarians beyond the pale, such as the Pathan 
tribesmen in the unadministered areas of Western Pakistan used to be 
before the Pakistan Government began to convert them, by methods of 
civilization, into voluntary citizens of the country. 


23. HIGHER RELIGIONS 

By higher religions I mean religions desired to bring human beings 
into direct communion with absolute spirimal Reality as individuals, 
in contrast to earlier forms of religion that have brought them only into 
indirect communion with It through the medium of the pamcular society 
in which they have happened to be participants.* Religion, in these 
earlier forms, is an integral part of the culture of some particular 
society. On the other hand the higher religions have broken—some 
partially, some completely—out of the configuration of the particular 
cultures in which they originated. They have become separate systems 
of specifically religious culture, in a state of tension with the systems of 
secular culture with which they have parted company. The advent of a 
higher religion thus brings with it the distinction—previously unknown 
—between ‘religious’ and ‘secular’, ‘spiritual’ and ‘temporal’, ‘sacred’ 

and ‘profane’. , 

A religion cannot be extricated from the non-rehgious elements m 
culture without being divorced from the society that carries these non- 
religious elements on its network of relations between people. But no 
form of culture, secular or religious, can subsist without a social setting; 
and therefore the adherents of a higher religion cannot assert its inde¬ 
pendence of secular culture without at the same time incorporating it 
in an independent society. Every higher religion is carried on a network 
of social relations of its own.* This is a specific form of society, distinct 
from both civilizations and pre-dvilizational societies. A name is needed 
for a society of this religious species, and it would be convenient if we 
could label it ‘a church . I have sometimes used the word ‘church in 
this wide sense; but this usage has been contested by several of my 
critics and they arc, I think, right. The word ‘church’ implies a unified 
ecclesiastical government, and this is possessed by perhaps no more 
than two of the extant higher religions : the Tantric Maha^a ^d toe 
Roman Catholic denomination of Christianity. The Christian churches 
of the Eastern Orthodox and the Western Protestant Episcopalian 

» A fuller definition ha# already been given on pp. 83 -S 4 - 

# See p. 84. 
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denomination are respectively in communion with each other without 
having any common organs of ecclesiastical government. The ecclesi¬ 
astical organization of most other extant higher religions is still less 
formal and more loose. 


24. UNIVERSAL states' 

A state may be defined as a non-voluntary system of impersonal rela¬ 
tions that is maintained partly by force exercised by a governing minority 
and partly by the consent, or at least the acquiescence, of this governing 
minority’s subjects.^ I cannot think of any state in which either of these 
bases of state authority has been completely lacking, and there are 
countless historical examples of states being wrecked either by the 
government’s failing to muster the minimum necessary amount of force 
or by their subjects' ceasing to have the minimum necessary feeling of 
obligation to obey the powers that be. 

If a state may be defined in these terms, it is obvious that, up to date, 
there has never been a universal state in the literal sense of one whose 
government has exercised efifective authority over the whole living 
generation of mankind in all the habitable lands and navigable seas and 
air levels of this planet.^ At the same time it is also obvious that in our 
day, for the first time in history, human beings have it in their power to 
establish a world government. The less than world-wide empires of the 
past have mostly been established by military conquest; and the inven¬ 
tion of atomic weapons has made it practicable now for some single 
local state to conquer and hold down the whole world. It is true that the 
cost, in terms of spiritual as well as material devastation, of conquering 
the World in an atomic war looks as if it would be prohibitively high; 
and this consideration is already acting as a perceptible deterrent to any 
impulses to try to impose political unity by the traditional military 
method. Milit^ conquest, however, has never been the exclusive 
means by which empires have been established, and it may be doubted 
whether any of them could have been established by force alone, 
without the support of other agencies. The use of military force on a 
large scale would not be possible without the previous establishment 
of a well-developed system of communications, mental as well as 
ph)^cal; and the development of any such system has many effects 
besides that of enabling staff officers to solve their logistical problems. 
Long before it has reached the point at which it is of practic^ military 

* This subject hss been touched upon already od pp. 186-204. 

> It is not e^ to draft a definition of the state that distinauiahea it from another 
ancient institution: slsvery. The distinction would be drawn if one could aay that alavery 
is 'a non.>voluntary system of personal relations resting wholly upon force*. But slsvery, 
too. can be a system of impersonal relations when it t»es the form of labour on planta¬ 
tions or in factoritt or the form of public penal servitude; and, on the other hand, when 
slavery is domestic, h msy be maintains partly, or even mainly, by consent on the 
slave's part. In the Roman and the Islamic vertiona of the institution there was not 
much difference in practice between the relations of the of a family with his slaves 
and his reladocs with his children. 

s This is, perhaps, what G. Masur has in mind when he dismisae* my concept of 
‘universal states' as being illogical {At Historisciu Z4itsehrift, Band 177 (1954), pp. 521-2). 
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value, it will have gone far towards producing a consensus of feelings, 
minds, and wills by making people familiar vnth each other across the 
traditional barriers between different societies and different cultures. 
Without some such consensus on the part of its potential subjects, a 
state, even on the smallest scale, could never be established and cer¬ 
tainly could not be maintained. 

The particular point of ODnsensus that has made the establishment 
and maintenance of relatively large empires psychologically possible 
has been a recognition, however reluctant, that a continuance of war, 
revolution, and anarchy in a crescendo movement is a greater evil than 
the forfeiture of cherished peculiarities such as national states, religions, 
languages, and other national manners and customs. In our world in 
our time we can see this recognition gaining ground, and this time over 
a literally world-wide held. It is true that non-Western subject peoples 
are asserting claims to national independence as against the less than 
world-wide Western colonial empires that, between them, have been 
ruling over so large a part of the human race in recent times. But these 
revolts of the previously subject majority against Western rule are being 
made in the name of Western political and moral principles, and the 
formerly subject non-Western peoples that have already achieved 
national independence are all using their newly won power of self- 
determination to Westernize their social structures and their cultural 
conh^rations of their own accord. In doing this, they are laying the 
foun^tions for a single world-wide society and for a uniform world¬ 
wide culture that will take its first shape within a Western-made frame¬ 
work—though, no doubt, it will become less specifically Western in 
complexion as all the cultural heritages of all the extant societies come 
to be the common possession of the whole of mankind. This progressive 
cultural and social unification of the whole human family is bound to 
find some expression on the political plane. The politit^ expression 
need not necessarily take the form of a central government of the kind 
that has been established in the past as the result of less than world¬ 
wide wars of conquest. The most likely nucleus of a future political 
world order is perhaps a central authority exercising an effective world¬ 
wide control over the use of atomic energy and thereby making it 
impossible for any of the atomically armed local states to attack and 
conquer the rest. 

The present movement of world affairs makes the study of past 
empires a matter of practical as well as theoretical interest for us in our 
generation. The empires that have most significance as pointers to the 
possible destiny of mankind are not those established by local states 
within the body social of some single civilization, such as the recent 
colonial empires of Britain, France, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, 
and other modern Western local states, or the similar empires carved 
out of the carcass of the Achaemenian Empire by the successors of 
Alexander the Great. They are those that, like the Roman Empire in the 
Hellenic World or the Maurya Empire in India or the Ch’in-Han 
Empire in China, have given politick unity to the whole, or almost 
the whole, of the domain of an entire civilmtion at a stage when this 
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civilization has been brought within sight of dissolution by a series of 
wars and revolutions on a progressivdy increasing scale of spiritual 
and material destructiveness. 

None of these empires, up to date, has been a 'universal state’ in the 
literal sense, and John Stra(^ey has suggested^ that 'single state’ would 
be a more informative label for them. The word ‘single’ would, indeed, 
convey the important historical fact that the means by which peace and 
order have been established has been the replacement of a number of 
warring local states by one state embracing all their former territories 
and populations. The word ‘universal’ does, however, convey the 
further important historicd fact that these states have actually been 
world-wide—not objectively, but in the significant subjective sense that 
they have looked and felt world-wide to the people living under their 
regime. It is, of course, one of the radical infirmities of human nature 
that each of us is under constant temptation to equate himself and his 
society and his culture with the Universe. He will be particularly prone 
to fall into this illusion when the society in which he is a participant 
happens, as it does in these cases, to be the carrier of a civilization, since, 
until the advent of the higher religions, civilizations were the finest, as 
well as the most widely extended, configurations of culture that man¬ 
kind had achieved so far. The Ch’in-Han, Maurya, and Roman empires, 
and all the other known representatives of the same kind of state, did 
seem, to a majority of their respective su^ects, to embrace all peoples 
in the World that were of any account. The Hellenes thought of the 
Roman Empire as being ‘the entire inhabited world’ oikoumeni)\ 
the Chinese thought of the Ch’in-Han Empire and its successive avatars 
as being ‘all that is under Heaven’ {T'ien Hrm), or, short of that, as being 
‘the middle kingdom’, surrounded by a superfiuous fringe of barbarians 
and hardly less barbarous exponents of civilizations other than the 
Chinese.’ 

Most 'universal states’, in my sense of the term, have, in fact, been 
heralds of a potential world-state. Besides being ‘single states’ from the 
standpoint of participants in the particular civilization whose domain 
has been united politically by one of the states of this kind, most of them 
have included portions of the domain of one or more other civilizations, 
and also portions of their own society’s barbarian hinterlands. More¬ 
over, in the course of time, their originally heterogeneous subjects have 
tended to acquire a sense of solidarity with each other as children of a 
common human family whose xinity has been symbolized for them 
politically in the world-state in which they have had the good fortune 
to have been living. From our point of view in our day, the historic 
‘universal states’ may be seen, in retrospect, as having b^n so many 
preparatory exercises for the eventual establishment of a literal universal 
state which, though still unachieved, is now, at last, no longer below our 
horizon. 

K. D. Erdmann’ correctly observes that my concept of a ‘universal 

I In an unpublished letter. 

> The case of Japan under the Tokugawa regime has been discussed on p. 207, foot¬ 
note 2. 

> In Arekivfitr KvlturgttehithU, xzziu. Band, Heft 2 (x95z), pp. 224-5. 
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state’ was originally derived from an Hellenic model, and he contends 
that this model—i.e. a ’universal state’ on the pattern of the Roman 
Empire—is not applicable to empires imposed by conquerors who, in 
their culture, have been aliens from the standpoint of the society to 
which they have given political unity. Presumably Erd mann has in 
mind such ’universal states’ on my hst as the Mongol and Manchu 
empires in China, the Mughal and British empires in India, the Spanish 
Empire in Mexico and Peru, and the Ottoman Empire in Orthodox 
Christendom (apart from Russia), and is contrasting these with the 
Muscovite Empire in Russia, the Aztec and Inca empires in pre- 
Columbian America, the Maurya and Gupta empires in India, and the 
Ch’in-Han, T’ang-Sung, and Ming empires in China, as well as the 
Roman Empire in the Hellenic World. 

No doubt it is true that the resistance always aroused by empire- 
builders is intensified when, in addition to being enemies of a traditional 
parochialism, they also present themselves as aliens who do not appre¬ 
ciate or even understand the traditional common culture of the com¬ 
munities that they are subjugating. But the last column in my table of 
universal states,* in which I have noted the provenance of their respec¬ 
tive founders, continuators, and restorers, brings out the truth that the 
founders have been ‘metropolitans’, from the heart of the world to 
which they have given political unity, still less frequently than they 
have been ‘aliens’ in the sense of representatives of some other civiliza¬ 
tion. Usually they have been either barbarians, from just outside the pale 
of the socie^ that they have united politically, or else ‘marchmen’, from 
just inside it. The Romans, for instance, were marchmen of the Hellenic 
World, and so were the Illyrians, who re-established the Roman Empire 
after its first collapse. The Ch’in were marchmen of the Sinic World; the 
successive Theban founders of the Egyptiac Middle Empire and New 
Empire were marchmen of the Egyptiac World; the Incas were march- 
men of the Andean World; the Ai^dian founders and the Babylonian 
Amorite restorers of the Empire of Sumer and Akkad were marchmen 
of the Sumero-Akkadian World, and so were the Chaldaeans who re¬ 
stored this empire again, some eleven hundred years after the time of 
Hammurabi. 

The second founders of the Empire of Sumer and Akkad were 
‘metropolitans’, and so were the Maurya founders and the Gupta 
restorers of a universal state in India. The Mauryas and the Guptas 
both came from Magadha; Ur-Nammu came from Ur. But ‘metropoli¬ 
tan’ founders of universal states have been rare exceptions, and it is not 
difficult to see the reason for this. Communities in the heart of a society’s 
domain are likely to have played prominent parts in its history since an 
early date, and later generations of their human representatives are 
therefore likely to have accumulated arresting memories of the com¬ 
munity’s past glories as a parochial state. Such memories are an 
incubus; and people who are haunted by them are thereby inhibited 
from casting themselves for a new role that will enable them to cope 
with a new situation. The people who find no difficulty in adapting 
< Printed in vi. 327 «ad in vii. 769. 
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themselves to a new situation are those who have no anachronistic 
memories to paralyse them. In view of this it is not surprising that the 
Hellenic universal state should have been founded, not by the Spartans 
or by the Athenians, but by the Romans, and the Sinic universal state 
not by Ch’i but by Ch’in. On the contrary, it is surprising that the second 
founder of the Empire of Sumer and Akkad should have come from 
Ur and not from Asshur, and that the non-alien founders and restorers 
of a universal state in India should have come from Bihar and not from 
the Panjab. 

Marchmen are not aliens, but they are the nearest thing to being 
this that it is possible to be for any individual or community within 
a civilization’s pale. Accordingly, marchmen empire-builders draw on 
themselves, from their metropolitan subjects, a large measure of the 
odium that is incurred by empire-builders who are complete outsiders. 
After the Romans had established an unchallengeable ascendancy over 
the rest of the Hellenic World in the course of the years 218-16$ B.C., 
it took the Hellenic public more than a quarter of a millennium to 
reconcile itself to Roman rule, and nearly a hundred years more passed 
before an Hellenic man of letters with a Graeco-Roman name, Publius 
Aelius Aristeides, saluted the Roman Empire, in his classic encomium 
In Romam, as the beneficent universal state that had providentially 
saved the Hellenic World when it had been on the verge of self-destruc¬ 
tion. As for the Ch’in regime in China, it made itself so odious that it 
survived for only fourteen years after its redoubtable founder had over¬ 
thrown the last of the other independent states of the Sinic World, and 
for only three years after the founder’s death. And, though, by that 
time, a univer^ state had become such an imperious necessity for 
the Sinic Civilization that it had immediately to be rehabilitated, it is 
significant that it was deliberately reconstituted on ostensibly different 
lines, and that the founder of this new and far longer-lived Han regime 
was a peasant from the interior. 

The Persians, again, made their entry into civilization as marchmen of 
the Sumero-Akkadian World and as proselytes to its civilization; yet 
this civilization’s contemporary representatives the Babylonians revolted 
against the Achaemenian ‘Realm of the Lands’ again and again; were 
finally crushed w’ithout ever being reconciled; and eventually welcomed 
Alexander the Great as a liberator. The Egyptians, for whom the 
Persians were outright aliens, did not react against them more vigor¬ 
ously than the Babylonians did. The Romans, too, were outright 
aliens for the Egyptians, Jews, Syrians, and other non-Hellenic peoples 
south-east of Taurus who had been forcibly incorporated in the Hellenic 
World by Alexander and had afterwards been forcibly prevented by 
Alexander’s Roman successors from breaking away from it. When they 
did at last succeed, in the course of the fifth, sixth, and seventh centuries 
of the Christian Era, in shaking off Roman rule, their long-repressed 
resentment burst out as furiously as the Eastern Orthodox Christian 
peoples* resentment against Ottoman rule when they succeeded in 
shaking this off in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.’ 

* In both these ctset the successful insurgent movements found their inspiration in 
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In the light of this analysis, Erdmann’s distinction between universal 
states of indigenous origin and those of alien origin turns out, I should 
say, not to have the significance that Erdmann attaches to it. All 
universal states have provoked both resentment and gratitude in 
different quantities at different stages; and, though the differences 
between their respective experiences in this matter have been great, 
they have been not more than differences of degree. The criterion by 
which universal states should be appraised and classified is not the pro¬ 
venance of their founders; it is the service that they have performed for 
their subjects. 


25. UNIVERSAL CHURCHES 

Like the historic ‘universal states’, the historic ‘universal churches’ 
have been universal, so far, not in the literal meaning of the word, but 
in the belief and expectation of their adherents. They have been the 
institutional vehicles of missionary religions whose exponents have set 
out to convert the whole of mankind. The vigour and success of their 
missionary work has been proportionate to the degree in which their 
adherents have succeeded in changing over from a traditional national 
outlook to a revolutionary oecumenic^ one.^ 

A generic application of the word ‘church’ is convenient, but is 
perhaps misleading, for the reasons that have been suggested already.* 

26. SCEPTICISM 

I have already defined my usage of this word in this volume.* I mean 
by it, not dist^lief in the human intellect’s capacity to apprehend 
Reality, but disbelief in the existence of any alleged element in Reality, 
or aspect of it, that cannot be apprehended by reasoning. In this usage 
‘scepticism’ is a synonym for ‘rationalism*, which brings out‘rational¬ 
ism’s negative side. 


27. RATIONALISM 

I have already defined my usage of this word, too, in this volume.^ 
I mean by it a belief in the human intellect’s capacity to apprehend 
Reality, coupled with a disbelief in the validity of any alleged knowledge 
that has not been, and could not have been, acquired in the first place, and 
subsequently verified, by reasoning. 

2$. AGNOSTICISM 

I have already defined my usage of this word, too, in this volume.* 
I mean by it a recognition and acknowledgement of ignorance about 

new ideologies. The Greeks and Serbs revolted from the Ottoman Empire end against 
Islam m the name of modem Western nationalism; the Egyptians and Syrians revolted 
against the Roman Empire and against the 'Mekhite' ('Imperialitt') version of ChrxB> 
Uanity in the successive names of Keitorian Christianity, Monophysite Christianity, 
and Islam. * See pp. 84 and 85-8S. * On pp. 307-8. 

> On p. 60, footckote i. * On p. 72, footnote 3. 

* On p. 90, footnote a. 
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Reality, not in so far as the human intellect is able to apprehend Reality 
by reasoning, but about Reality beyond the limits of the human intel¬ 
lect’s reach through the operations of which it is capable. In regard to 
this unknown possible sphere, or dimei^ion, of Reality, rationalism, as 
I have defined rationalism, is dogmatically sceptical. The rationalist’s 
stand is accurately described, in caricature, in words that are put into 
Benjamin jowett’s mouth in a celebrated rhyme: ‘What I don’t know 
is not knowledge.’ The agnostic agrees with the rationalist in holding 
that what I do know is knowledge, but holds, in opposition to the 
rationalist, that what I do not and cannot ‘know*—in the sense of 
‘apprehend by reasoning’—may, nevertheless, be real, and, what is 
more, may be the essence of Reality and the hidden key to the full 
understandii^ of those fragments of it that the human reason can grasp. 
While agreeing with the rationalist that we cannot know the unknow¬ 
able, the agnostic does not think that our knowledge, so far as this ex¬ 
tends, warrants a denial of the possibility that human beings may receive 
genuine intimations of the unknowable through non-intellectual 
channels—for instance, those channels, whatever they may be, that are the 
founts of poetry and of prophetic vision. The agnostic recognizes that 
the genuineness of such intimations cannot be ‘proved’ by reasoning; 
but, for this very reason, he holds, as against the dogmatic rationalist, 
that it also cannot be ‘disproved’ by reasoning. I have called the 
agnostic in my sense of the word a ‘trans-rationalist’, because he goes 
with the rationalist all the way that the rationalist goes, but does not 
believe that the limits of the human reason’s reach are necessarily the 
limits of the human soul’s possibilities of understanding. A more 
familiar synonym for ‘agnostic’ in my sense would be ‘Platonist’. 


Vni. THE RELATION BETWEEN MAN AND 
HIS ENVIRONMENT 

I N a previous chapter* I have taken note of criticisms of my practice 
(one not peculiar to me) of treating Man and his environment as two 
distinct entities. I have agreed that, in reality, they constitute one 
indivisible whole, and that it is a misrepresentation of Reality to draw 
the distinction between them. But, while admitting this, I have made 
the proviso that we must continue to distinguish them from each other 
if we are to continue to study the monolithic reality that is analysed, for 
‘operational’ purposes, into these two components. 'It is only in the 
interaction of and his environment that the basic elements of his¬ 
tory can be found.’* At the same time I have taken Spate’s point that 
‘the facts of geography are the facts as they are approadied’.* 'The term 

I Chapter VI, pp. i4fr-S. 

3 M. K. Cohen: Tft« Meamrg of Human History, p. 171. 

> O. H. K. Spate in Ths Gtogrophieal yountel, rol. anriu. Part 4 (December, 1952), 
p. 419, quoted 00 p. 147. 
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environment refers always to a body of facts relative to a particular focus 
or perspective.’* 

An objectively identical geographical ‘set-up’ will offer a promiaing 
environment to one group of human beings, whose social structure and 
cultural confi^ration put it within their |>ower to turn this particular 
geographical ‘set-up’ to account, while it will offer only a bleak and 
niggardly environment, or no environment at all, to other groups with 
other organizations and equipments. These other groups may be at 
opposite extremes of the social and cultural scale from each other. They 
may be either too poorly equipped or too demanding in their expecta¬ 
tions to make anyt^g of what might be a golden opportunity for some 
third party. For instance, both a New York business man and a Palaeo¬ 
lithic hunter or food-gatherer would be in danger of starving if marooned 
on a derelict Javanese paddyfield. Neither of them would be able to 
make anything of what had been a cornucopia for a rice-cultivating 
Javanese peasant. Though one cannot in practice treat Man’s environ¬ 
ment as being indistinguishable from Man himself, one can and must 
regard the potentialities of a geographical *set-up’ as being relative to a 
particular human group’s capacity for making something of them.* 

This point has been made by Spate apropos of Man’s relation to 
non-human nature; but it is equally pertinent to Man’s relation to his 
fellow human beings. A human being’s environment can be analysed 
into two sectors, the geographical and the social. This analysis, like all 
analyses, may be misleading. 'The environment of every human being 
and the context of every human action contains human and non- 
human elements inextricably intertwined.’* Yet the distinction is also 
perhaps useful and certainly necessary. In any case it is true of the social, 
no less than of the geographical, sector of Man’s environment that the 
facts ‘are the facts as they are approached’. An objectively identical 
social ‘set-up’ will offer a promising environment to one individual,* or 
to one group or class of people, while others will be able to make little 
or noting of it. The potentialities will be relative to the character, 
ability, social and cultural heritage, education (in the broadest sense), 
and personal experience of each individual who finds himself in this 
situation. 

If we accept this point, it raises a question. Suppose that we had an 
exhaustive knowledge of both the geographical or social ‘set-up’ and 
the person or people encountering it; a knowledge, that is to say, which 
covered everydiing in each of the two parties that was relevant to the 
encounter between them: Should we then be able to predict the outcome 
of this encounter ? I myself do not believe that we should. I believe that 
necessity, in the sense of a predetermined and therefore potentially 
predictable nexus of cause and effect, is not all-pervasive in the struc¬ 
ture of Reality. I believe that Reality has in it a vein of something 
genuinely unpredetermined and therefore intrinsically unpredictable. 

> Cohen, op. cit, p. 171. 

> This hss been observed not only by Spite but also by M. R. Cohen, op. cit., pp. 160-3. 

* Cohen, op. cit., p. 171. 

* *A sirwle ntimin Mins is the ultimate "environed unit'" (H. and M. Sprout: Afon- 
MUUu Relatiomkip Hypowttit in t/u Coelext ef International PoHtiet, p. 10). 
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At the inanimate level this can perhaps be described only negatively as a 
vein of indeterminacy. At the human level, in beings endowed with a 
measure of consciousness, reasoning power, and will, the same vein dis¬ 
plays itself as freedom of choice. This freedom is not, of course, abso¬ 
lute. It is limited by the pressure of external forces, non-human and 
human, that are not under the control of the human party to the en¬ 
counter. It is also limited by the spiritual history, up to date, of the 
person to whom the choice is offered. As Bagby points out, in the train 
of many previous students of ethics, human freedom is not non¬ 
determination; it is self-determination.* ‘We choose what we prefer; it 
is meaiungless to say that we can choose what we do not prefer.’* 
Indeed, if we could, it is difficult to see what would distinguish human 
choice ff'om the sheer senseless haphazard indeterminacy that is the 
form apparently taken by non-necessity when this displays itself in 
inanimate nature. Thus human freedom is in any case limited. But its 
apparent play, within these limits, raises the question whether it is 
genuine as far as it goes or whether it is altogether illusory. 

I myself believe that it is genuine within its apparent limits. I also 
believe that the occasions on which it comes into play are laid bare by 
the ‘heuristic’ intellectual operation of mentally dissecting an indivisible 
reality into two entities, ‘Man’ and ‘environment’, that have encounters 
with each other. In laying bare these occasions of freedom, this particular 
mental dichotomy does, I believe, bring to light a genuine—and, if 
genuine, evidently most important—feature in the nature of Reality. 
Choice means the creation of something new.* In the first volume of 
this book 1 illustrated the ideas of novelty, creation, and choice from 
mythology,^ and I declared my conviction that, on these points, 
mythology is illuminating.* In thus avowing myself to be a believer in an 
at least partial freedom of human wills, I was, of course, taking sides in 
an ancient but so far undecided philosophical controversy. 

In another chapter of the same volume^ I tried to prove my case. 1 
tried to demonstrate, by examples, that the challenge of an identical 
‘set-up’ did not invariably evoke an identical response from identically 
endow'ed and equipped human beings to whom this ‘set-up’ offered a 
potential environment. If this attempted demonstration of mine had 
held water, it would, I should say, have proved that, in an encounter, 
something comes into play that is not present in the previous ‘make-up’ 
of either party to the encounter, and that this intervention of something 
new is the decisive factor in determining the outcome. I am still con¬ 
vinced that this is the truth, but I have also been convinced, partly by 
new archaeological evidence, and partly by criticisms from Spate,* that 
I have not succeed in giving a cogent demonstration of the validity of 
my tenet. 

For example, I tried to demonstrate^ that the particular potential 

> Culture and History, 63. * Ibkl., p. 65. 

* The concept of creebon’, which involves the meaning of the word *new', has hecn 
discutsed on pp. 252-4. * i. 271-99. 

» i. 209-302. ♦ i. 249-71. 

’ In To^mbee and History, pp. 287-304, and in The Ceogr^kieal Journal, exvtii, 

Part 4 (December, 1952), pp. 406-28. > In i. 2s6r-8. 
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environment offered by the Nile in Egypt was not the positive factor 
to which the genesis of the Egyptiac CivUizatton was due. I argued thia by 
citing what I then believed to be evidence that there were other river 
valleys, offering potential environments similar to that offered by the 
lower Nile valley, in which no civilization had ever come to birth, 
though some of them had eventually been turned to account by pioneers 
of civilizations that had come to birth elsewhere. I observed that the 
lower valley of the Tigris and Euphrates did offer a similar potential 
environment; that here an independent civilization, similar to and more 
or less coeval with the Egyptiac, had come to birth; and that this was 
evidence, so far as it went, in favour of the thesis that civilizations are 
products of geographical ‘set-ups’. But, taking a cue from Eduard 
Meyer,' I went on to say that no independent civilization had come to 
bir^ in the Jordan valley, in the lower Mississippi valley and delta, 
or in the valleys of the Colorado and the Rio Grande. Apropos of the 
Jordan valley, I quoted Meyer's statement that 

‘the Jordan valley between Betie’an and Pella, the Ghor, a broad deep 
rift between mountain walls, with a glowing hot climate, lay completely 
desolate [in the sixteenth century b.c.] and has remained as good as un> 
inhabited to-day'. 

1 then quoted Meyer's judgement that 

‘much light is thrown on national character {yolkscharcAterY by the fact 
that here the attempt has never been made—as it has been made under the 
substantially similar conditions in the Nile valley—to take advantage of 
the soil and to render it productive by systematic irrigation. It is only 
when we draw this comparison that we become fully able to appreciate 
the energy with which the Egyptians have made their country the most 
productive agricultural countiy in the World for thousands of years on 
end.' 

On reconsideration, I do not think I am to blame for having accepted 
Eduard Meyer's statement and Judgement at the time. I was writing 
my first volume in 1930, two years after the publication of the volume 
of Meyer’s book from which 1 was quoting, sixteen years before the 
publication of Nelson Glueck's The River Jordan, and twenty-two 
years before the beginning of Miss Kenyon’s work at Jericho. The 
point that Meyer was making, as I interpret the passage, was that, 
notwithstanding the formidable heat in a rift valley far below sea-level, 
it is likely that the prehistoric ancestors of the historical Egyptians 
would have made of the Jordan valley something like what they did 
make of the lower Nile valley if the bluffs on wluch they had settled 
had happened to be those overlooking the Ghor and not those over¬ 
looking the section of the Nile valley ^at their historical labours even¬ 
tually transformed into Upper Eg>T)t. Here Meyer was showing an 

I In Gtschichtt dn Alttrtvms, vol. u (x), and ed. (Stuttgut and Berlin igaS. Cotta), 
p. 96. and in vol. i (i) 4th «d. (Stuttgart and Berlin igai. Cotta), p. 65. 

> As I mentionea in quoting Meyer in the fir«t volume of this book. I myself would 
attribute the succeiaKii human response to the challenge of the lower Nile valley, not to 
a hypothetical fixed ‘national character’, but to a particular human effort to cope with 
a particular emergency. 
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intuitioa which was not put off the scent by his (to my mind, unwarrant¬ 
able and mistaken) postulate of a fixed Egyptian national character. He 
was showing surprise that the Jordan valley should not (as he believed) 
have been turnra to account by human enterprise, in spite of its 
daunting climate. Accepting the contrast, as Meyer had stated it, 
between the respective histories of the Jordan v^cy and the Nile 
valley, I interpreted this as indicating that the outcome of an encounter 
between human enterprise and a difficult geographical environment 
has, in at least one pair of instances, been non-uniform, and that it is 
therefore intrinsically unpredictable. In the light of the state of knowledge 
at the time, I do not think that either Meyer’s statement, or my reading 
of its significance, was unreasonable. 

Meyer, however, has been taken to task by a great scholar of my 
generation, W. F. Albright, in a book published in 1949,^ at a date when 
Gtueck had carried out his explorations and had publ^hed the results. 

'In 1938 [Albright writes], the greatest ancient historian of modem 
times, Eduard Meyer, wrote, two years after visiting the Jordan valley for 
the first time in tus life—unfortvinately in the early autumn—that the 
Jordan valley south of Beth-shan and Pella was absolutely barren, "burning 
hot between its mountain walls", and that no attempt had ever been made 
in pre-Roman times to make the soil productive by systematic irrigation I 
No one who reads Nelson Glueck’s vivid account of the very same district 
. .. can fail to see how completely archaeological research has disproved 
this off-hand impression of the great historian.’* 

This criticism of Meyer’s dictum has been justified, more sensa¬ 
tionally than Albright could have foreseen when he wrote and pub¬ 
lished it, by Miss Kenyon’s subsequent discoveries at Jericho. So far 
from having been left undeveloped till the sixteenth century B.c. or till 
the Roman Age, the Jordan valley has been occupied and cultivated by 
irrigation for at least twice as long, up to date, as either the lower Nile 
valley or the lower valley of the Tigris and Euphrates. Miss Kenyon 
finds* that the beginnings of Jericho must have been not much later 
than the end of the pleistocene period—that is to say, not much later 
than 10,000 B.c. The Jordan valley has been cultivated, on and off, 
from that day to this, and the interruptions are attributed, by both Miss 
Kenyon and Dr. Albright, not to oscillations in the local climate, but to 
barbarian invasions from the eastern desert. In other words, the history 
of the Jordan valley, like the history of the Tigris-Euphmtes valley, 
tells against, not for, my hypothesis that encounters between com¬ 
parable parties under comparable conditions have not always had 
similar outcomes. 

Spate has taken issue with me over this question of the significance 
of the Jordan valley’s history, but here he, too, has gone astray—and 
this with less excuse, I should say, than I or Eduard Meyer had, since 
Spate published his two critiques of my work in 1952 and 1953 when 
both Glueck’s and Albright’s books were already accessible to hun, and 


I Th* Arefuuohgy 0/ PeUttint (Hannoodtworth Penguin). 

* Albright, op. cit, pp. 351-3. I K. Kenyon: Dtgging upyeruho, p. 75. 
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when the main findings of the excavations at Jericho were already 
public knowledge thanks to progress reports in the press. Yet Spate in 
1952 and 1953 accepted Meyer’s statement as correct, as I had accepted 
it in 1930-4. He, too, assumed that the Jordan valley had never been 
irrigated, and found die explanation of this in the climate of the Ghor 
and in the physiography of the Jordan valley, which he contrasts with 
the situation in Egypt. 

‘The Jordan... has only i per cent of the annual discharge of the Nile, 
with nothing comparable to the Nile flood regime, while its valley is far 
less well endowed than that of the Nile as regards both terrain (much of 
which is dissected) and soils. Many of these are coarse and porous and He 
on terraces well out of reach of irrigation; to say nothing of the stimulating 
climate of a walled-in valley 1000 feet below sea-lcvel. All Palestine has 
about 1000 cubic metres of water per inhabitant (about millions), 
against 5000 cubic metres of Nile water for each of Egypt’s 17 million 
people.* The further comparisons with the Nile overlook the stru^re of 
its v^ey, in which coarser sediments are trapped in the upper basins, but 

not the fine basaltic silts brought by the Blue Nile-The uniqueness of 

the Nile flood region and the Etesian winds, so important to the navigation 
which held together the Egyptian Civilization, are not so much as men¬ 
tioned : perhaps for good reason; for, once the Nile is recognised as ^que. 
one of Toynbee’s main arguments against environmentalism falls to 
pieces forthwith.’* ‘Even the Euphrates-Tigris environment is only 
genetically, not specifically, akin to the Nilotic.’* 

In these passages Spate shoots wide of the mark in one case and 
overplays his hand in another. „ , . 

His ironical quip about ‘the stimulating climate of a wallcd-in valley 
1000 feet below sea-level’ invites the crushing retort that, during the 
first 6,000 of the last 12,000 years, Jericho was, so far as we yet know, 
the only place in the World where a state of culture that might be called 
civilization was already a going concern. His facts and figures are beside 
the point. He has overlooked the obvious consideration that, after the 
Ghassulian period, i.e. since about 35 ®^ 

‘settlements in the Jordan valley were nearly always estabUshed at the 
entrances of the valleys, near perennial streams and spnngs which are stiJl 
sources of water.’* 

The cultivation of a piece of the Jordan valley by irrigation from the 
spring at Jericho antedates the cultivation of another piece of it at 
Ghassul by some five or six thousand years. The water that irrigated 
the fields round Ghassul may have been drawn from the Jordan, which 
flows between flat banks for those last few miles above its debouchure 
into the Dead Sea, but it may also have been drawn from a latcrd 
stream that flowed out farther into the Jordan valley m the ^t half 
of the fourth millennium B.c. than at any time since. The abandonment 
of Ghassul may have been due to increasing difficulties in drawing the 

I 'E C WiUatts: “Some Geogrtohictl Fsetort in the Ptleetine Problem", in The 
Ceotropi^y<nimai, vol. cviii PP- I 4 S- 79 ; reference tt p. x66. 

; “■■■ "■ • AlbH^h., op. cib, P. 6 ,. 
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water, whatever its source, or it may have been due to a barbarian in¬ 
vasion.* In any case, archaeoloncal exploration has now made it clear 
that the water with which the Jordan valley has been irrigated, on and 
off, for the last twelve thousand years has seldom, if ever, been drawn 
from the Jordan River. I took tii^ point myself when, in July 1957, I 
had an opportunity of crossing the Jordan valley several times at different 
places, and visiting Jericho among other sites on its floor. By that date 
I could already have learnt the facts, as Spate could have learnt them 
in 1952, from authoritative accounts of them in accessible publications. 
Geographers, as well as historians, are fallible; and Spate's failure to 
keep his knowledge of the Jordan valley's history up to date would have 
been venial if the tone of his criticism had not been supercilious. 

Again, Spate’s assertion^ that the geographical ‘set-up* in the Nile 
valley is ‘unique’ seems to be unwarrantably sweeping. V. G. Childe 
points out^ that the lower Tigris-Euphrates valley, too, was ‘periodi¬ 
cally inundated by floods’, though he also notes^ ^at these were not so 
regular or so well-timed for agricultural operations as the annual inunda¬ 
tion of the Nile was, and that ‘only the wide marshy delta offered the 
challenge and reward that had evoked the artifleial environment of 
Sumerian cities.... South of Cairo the narrow valley through the barren 
desert plateaux has analogies, real but remote, with Sumer.’ If the 
picture here drawn by Childe is correct, Egypt and Sumer, in their re¬ 
spective states of nature, had too much in common with each other to 
warrant our considering either of them to have been unique. Moreover, 
if Spate were right in claiming uniqueness for Egypt, we should have to 
conclude that what is unique about the Nile valley is what determined the 
birth of a civilization there, and consequently that the British school of 
diffusionists were right in holding that the genesis of civilization in Egypt 
was a unique event and that all the civilization that there has ever twen, 
either in the Old World or in the New World, has been propagated 
by prospectors faniung out from an original base of operations in the 
unique Egyptian cradle of civilization.’ By the years 1952-3, when 
Spate was waiting the two papers from which I have been quoting, the 
progress of arc^ological discovery was already pointing in other 
directions. It was proving that, in the Jericho oasis in the Jordan valley, 
civilization is twice as old as it is anywhere else in the World, not 
excluding the lower valleys of the Nile and the Tigris-Euphrates. And 
it was also showing that in the lower Nile valley, when the local Neo¬ 
lithic culture did at last blossom into civilization, it did so under a 
stimulus from an already achieved civilization in the lower Tigris- 
Euphrates valley. Thus, if it were true that the geographical ‘set-up’ in 
the lower Nile valley offered a ‘unique’ opportunity for transforming it 
into an environment for a civilization, this would have to be reconciled 
with the fact that the human occupants of other, in themselves less 
favourable, geographical 'set-ups’ were the first in the race.* 

> Albright, op. cit., loc. cit. 

* la Toynbt* Oftd p. 300, u well m in Tht Geographical yovnial, loc. cit. 

> In What Habpd^ tn Huton, p. 89. * Ibid., p. 113. 

i A critique oi thi» theory will be found in thU book ,t. 321-3. 

^ Speie himielf, io the ptisigee quoted ebove, h«s pointed out the edventegee offered 
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However, my concern with Spate is, not to return his fire, but to 
follow out the second thoughts into wWch I have been stung by the 
stimulating shot with which he has peppered me. He has given me food 
for thought; for, though his criticism of my reading of the Jordan 
valley’s history misses fire, he has made effective criticisms of my 
attempt* to reconstruct the state of the lower Nile valley as it was before 
Man cleared, drained, and cultivated it, on the analog of the present 
state of the upper basin of the White Nile along the Bahr-al-Jabal and 
the Bahr-az-Zaraf. 

‘There is obviously a good deal in this, but is the emphasis on the 
severity of the challenge, one of Toynbee’s leading motifs, really valid ? 
Assuming that the ecological reconstruction is correct, the comparison of 
the valley bottom in Egypt with the swamps of the Bahr-el*Ghazal leaves 
out of the reckoning the ^•important difference in scale between a strip of 
marsh xo or 15 miles wide, which can actually be overlooked from the firm 
ground on either side (ground which provided settlement-sites with tool- 
and building-stone), and on the other hand vast swamps ten times as wide and 
with no compensating advantages. There is an obvious difference in tracta- 
bility, not to mention the point already made about the river navigation, and 
later the accessibility of copper and other xxiinerals lacking in the Sudan.’* 

Spate also draws a telling contrast between the geographical ‘set-up* 
in the Nile basin on the one hand and in the Colorado and Rio Grande 
basins on the other, in opposition to Eduard Meyer’s thesis, adopted 
by me, that ‘the great river valleys of America... could just as well have 
become centres of the development of higher civilization as the valleys 
of the Nile, Euphrates, and Hwangho*. 

'Hardly any of the basin of the 1750 miles long Colorado has over 
20 inches of rain; contrast this with the 40-80 inches of the Blue and White 
Nile catchments in Abyssinia and Uganda. The topography of the Nile and 
the Colorado basins is different in the extreme; the Colorado is much more 
broken, but there is nothing like the staggered series of tributaries above 
Khartoum, with the Blue Nile ponding back the White and prolonging the 
period of high water. The vegetation cover of the more humid parts of the 
Nile basin, and its lakes and marshes, arc far more efficient regi^ators of run¬ 
off than the vegetation of the Colorado. In the Nile basin rainfall is either 
almost non-existent or falls fairly steadily in well-defined seasons; in the 
Colorado as a whole there is more rain than on the lower Nile, but much of 
it falls in irregular violent downpours, and erosion is in tense. The Rio Grande 
approximates more nearly to the Colorado than to the Nile, though it is 
not a very close approximation. Neither the Colorado (obviously) nor the 

by Upper Egypt u a site for the eatsblishmeot of a civilizadoa: an abundant water 
supply; a nawaable river with a prevaiUna up-atream wind; a Rianageably limited area of 
potenturily cultivable land to reclaim: a rocky rim, affording sites for habitation above 
flood-level and stone for making toou. Of these advantages, the Jordan valley offend 
the last two only; the lower Tigris-Euphratea basin the fiiat only. The lower Tigria— 
Euphrates basin was so distant from sources of atone and metal that the pioneers on 
this vast exjianse of alluvium were reduced to making their tools out of ultra-hard- 
baked clay in an age when the older seats of culture to the north were already using 
metal tools (R. J. Braidwood: Ths Near East and the Poundatiom of CivUissatiM, p. 33). 
Yet Jericho, in the Jordan valley, won the race for civilizatioa; Sumer came in^stcona; 
Eg^t came in only third. 

* In i. 311-15. 

a The Geographical Journal, vol. cit., p. 413. Cp. Toynhet and History, pp. 298 and 
300-1. 
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Rio Grande offers anything like the potentialities for navigation which are 
found on the Nile, with its peculiar advantage of the Etesian winds blow¬ 
ing upstream; and the role of the river as a highway (which Toynbee does 
not so much as mention)* was only second to its value for irrigation in the 
development of Egyptian civilization. 

'In both the Colorado and the Rio Grande there are doubtless some 
broad and general analogies to the Nile; but they are far from "offering 
the enviroiunental conditions" of Egypt, and the differences are very 
significant from the cultural point of view. The most ftmdamental are 
that the Nile has a tinique advantage in its flood-regime, and that in its 
Nile basin "the coarse stuff is cau^t in the sunken ^ult-block depres¬ 
sions into which the Upper Nile flows" (the fine and fertile basaltic silt of 
the Blue Nile passes on), while "the Tigris and the Colorado, ffesh from 
the canyon, are ditch-chokers".’^ 

Thus Spate’s pair of papers raises for me the question: Where have 
I gone wrong ? In choosing river valleys as my held for investigation, 
did I make a good choice, and is the reason why the result has been 
unsatisfying, nevertheless, becatise, as Spate has shown, ‘the essential 
step of detailed verification of hypothesis against fact has been sketchy’ P 
Or has my error lain in not taking account of all the elements in this 
‘set-up’ and of their relations wi^ each other? Or did 1 make a bad 
choice, in the sense that I chose a ‘set-up’ that was highly complex, 
when I could have found a simpler one, in which it might have been 
less difficult to make sure that one had isolated all the relevant elements 
and had taken adequate account of all of them in their mutual relations ? 
Did I also make a bad choice in choosing a field in which we do not know 
enough about the several human parties to the encounter in the several 
different instances to be able to tell whether or not they were truly 
comparable in endowment and equipment at the time when their respec¬ 
tive encounters with a river valley took place ? Or is demonstration by 
this comparative method inherently impossible because, when one is 
dealing in terms of human beings and of geo^phy, it is never possible 
to be sure that, in reconstructing the parties to the encounter in a 
number of different cases, one has really isolated properly comparable 
examples on either side ? 

I plead guilty to the charge of not having carried out a detailed 
verification on the lines that Spate indicates, and also to the charge that 
in any given case I have taken into consideration only one or two of the 
factors in the physical setting, and that 'the idea of ^e environment as 
an indivisible complex of all these factors ... hardly ever appears’.^ I 
leave it as an open question whether, if my investigation had not been 
inadequate, as it has been, in these two ways, my choice of river valleys 
for my field would have been a specially good or bad one. The fourth 
question is the fundamental one, and 1 will approach it by applying 
the same train of reasoning in two other fields, in order to counteract 

* It is mentioned in voL Tti, p. 8t, footnote i.—A. J. T. 

> Toynbet (BidHittmy, pp. quoting). R\meUSmith end M. Ogden Phillips: 

North Amoriea (New York lo^, Hucourt Brtce), p. 599, footnote 16. 

> Tho Gtogropfneal Jottrncu, vol. cit., p. 420. Like sooomenng tl^ criticism hits the 
cridc ss well m nis tsrget in their encounter over the Jordan vtlley. 

4 Ibid., vol. cit., p. 4x3. 
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the chance that the held of river valleys may have been an unusually 
complex one. Let us sec how we fare if we apply the same method of 
reasoning to the opening up of the western basin of the Mediterranean 
in the last millennium B.c. and to the Western Industrial Revolution 
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries of the Christian Era. 

In each of these two fields we have the advantage of dealing with a 
single *set>up*—a geographical one in the first field and a socio¬ 
economic one in the second—which confronted all the human com¬ 
petitors alike and in which all of them alike were free to try their 
fortunes. Obviously this is, in itself, a simpler situation than that of 
the river valleys. In these the several competitors were confronted 
with different river valleys which were deemed by Eduard Meyer and 
by me to be uniform in all points relevant to their human occupants’ 
encounters with them, but which, as Spate has shown, may have 
differed from each other in points that made all the difference to the 
circumstances of the encounter in each case. In the opening-up of the 
Western Mediterranean and in the making of the Industrial Revolution 
some of the human competitors were conspicuously more successful 
than others. If it were to be ascertained that the successful and unsucces- 
ful competitors all had the same endowment and equipment for meeting 
what, in these two fields, really was an identical chdlenge, then it would 
have been demonstrated that, with uniformly identi(^ conditions on 
both sides, the result of the encounter was different in different instances: 
in other words, that the relation between the factors in the encounter 
and the outcome of the encounter was not a relation of cause and effect. 

In the opening up of the Western Mediterranean the Canaanite and 
the Hellenic competitors (leaving the enigmatic Etruscans out of ac¬ 
count) were like each other in being people with a maritime tradition who 
were organized politically in city-states. Why, then, were some active, 
and others inactive, in ^e West Mediterranean maritime enterprise ? 
The Phoenicians embarked on it, but not their neighbours the Philistines 
farther down the coast of Canaan, though the Philistines had been one of 
the ‘Sea Peoples’ who had made the Vdlkerwanderung in the early years 
of the twelfth century b.c. The Achaeans took part, but not the Eleans; 
the Locrians, Chalcidians, and Eretrians, but not the Boeotians; the 
Megarians, but not the Athenians; the Corinthians, but not the Argives; 
the Phocaeans, but not the Erythraeans; the Milesians, but not the 
Ephesians. We cannot explain why some of these communities did and 
others did not take part in the overseas enterprise by the hypothesis that 
those who abstained were relatively rich, and those who participated were 
relatively poor, in agricultural resources at home. This hypothesis will 
not fit the facts. It is true that the enterprising Phoenicians, Achaeans, 
Locrians, Corinthians, Phocaeans, and Milesians had comparatively 
small agricultural resources, and also true that the unenterprising 
Philistines, Boeotians, Argives, and Ephesians had comparatively 
large agricultural resources. But so had the enterprising Chalcidians 
and Eretrians (they kept on fighting each other for the rich Lelan- 
tine Plain in their homeland Euboea); and the Megarians, too, were not 
badly off for good agricultural land at home. On the other hand, the 
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Athenians, who were conspicuously unenterprising in this period of 
Hellenic history, though ultra-enterprising both before and after, were 
also conspicuously badly off, in all periods, for good agricultural land at 
home. In short, in the Hellenic case, at any rate, the enterprising group 
and the unenterprising group each included both agriculturally poor 
and agriculturally rich communities. Each of these groups, therefore, 
may be taken as being a fair sample of its society in that age. And, if this 
is granted, then we do seem to have, here, a case in which an identical 
challenge did evoke non-identical responses from different sets of 
recipients of the challenge who, at any rate on the average, had an 
identical social and cultui^ ‘make-up’. 

The same train of reasoning may be applied in the field of the modem 
Western Industrial Revolution. Eighteenth-century Western Europe 
was inhabited by a number of peoples with approximately the same 
endowment and the same equipment, cultural and tec^ological. The 
intercourse between them at the time was active and intense, so that 
the achievements of any one of them could be adopted rapidly by any of 
the rest. Why, then, was the Industrial Revolution made in Britain, not 
in France, and in Belgium, not in Holland ? And why was Germ^y, with 
the Ruhrgebiet and Upper Silesia in her pocket, so slow in pulling them 
out and turning their industrial potentialities to account? If we have 
made sure that the late-eighteenth-century West European peoples arc 
truly comparable in all points that arc rrievant to the making of the 
Industrial Revolution or to the failure to make it, then we seem, here, 
to have another field in which uniform antecedents have been followed 
by diverse consequences. 

But can we guarantee in this case that the endowments and equip¬ 
ments of the human parties were truly identical for the purpose of our 
particular comparison of them? I myself have cited* the well-known 
fact that ‘in the eighteenth century, after the union of England and 
Scotland in A.D. 1707, Great Britain was the largest single free-trade 
area in the World’, and-have made, in my turn, the well-worn point that 
‘undoubtedly this was one of the principal reasons why Great Britain 
forged ahead of all her neighbours in her economic development before 
the eighteenth century was over’. In feet, closer inspection shows that, 
after all, the France of the ancUn regime was not on a par with Great 
Britain in a matter that goes at least some way towards explaining why 
Great Bri tain , not France, was the European country in whi<m the 
Industrial Revolution was made. 

If we apply the moral of this conclusion to the geographical field of 
investigation, it justifies Spate’s observation* that, in order to carry out 
my test under conditions in which its results would have vahdity, ‘it 
would be essential to construct a model (in the economists’ sense) in 
which all variables except physical setting are reduced to uniformities, 
and moreover the variations in the physical setting are themselves 
merely and strictly repetitive’. Spate and, indeed, any other critic will 
always be able to show that this requirement has not been met by me 
or, indeed, by any other inquirer. 

t lo iv. X70. * In Th* Geogri^hical Jourrial, vol. p. 411. 
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Spate has, so it seems to me, done more than show that one particu¬ 
lar believer in the genuineness of freedom has failed to prove his case. 
He has shown, I should say, that this case is intrinsically unprovable, 
and, if he has indeed shown this, he has also shown that, for the same 
reason, the determinist’s case, too, is intrinsically unprovable.* 

Spate’s logical weapon is a penetrating and far-ranging one. It is a 
reminder that, when we are reasoning in terms, not of abstractions, but 
of phenomena, we are never in a position to guarantee that we have 
succeeded in insulating the relevant points, all of these, and nothing 
but these, and are consequently never in a position to guarantee that 
the entities which we are bringing into comparison arc properly com¬ 
parable for the purpose of our investigation. When the phenomenon 
•vdth which we are concerned is an encounter, our difficulties are 
doubled, because here there are two sets of entities within each of which 
a uniformity, in all points relevant to the encounter, has to be guaran¬ 
teed, as between the several examples in each set, if our reasoning is to 
hold ^od. On the one side we must be able to guarantee that the human 
individuals, communities, or societies that receive, and respond to, a 
challenge have identical endowments and equipments for dealing with 
the *8et-up’ that offers itself as a potential environment for them. On the 
other side we must be able to guarantee that this ‘set-up’ offers itself in 
an identical form in each case. However far we may succeed in going in 
our search for sets of identical examples on either side, we shall never be 

I In thcM two papers about mv work Spate does not disclose where he himself stands 
in the controversy, lie is critical of 'possibilism', which is, if I understand ri^ht, the 
doctrine of a school of aeographers who hold that Man has a considerable latitude of 
choice in reaponding to the chtllenge of a geographical 'set-up'. As H. and M. Sprout 
put it, pouibilists believe that the environment contains both opportunities and limita¬ 
tions—neither of them more potential till Man takes acdon (op. cit., p. 40). 
'Calculation of what is possible is not to be compared with prediction of what will be 
attempted' (ibid., p. 4^. 'Posaibiliam does not provide any approach whatever to explana¬ 
tion or to prediction of motivation, choice, and decision’ (ibid., p. 48). At the some time, 
it evidently does allow room for aome measure of free play of human wills. In Spate’s 
view ‘it does not seem certain that “possibiJjsm”^ as often understood (or misunderstood), 
is the automatic alternative to a riijforous environmentalism. There may be a middle 
term, which one might call "probabiUam”’ (The Geographicalyountal, vol. cit., p. 419). 
Quoting Pebvre’a dictum that 'there are no necessities but everywhere possibilities’, 
Spste comments that Febvre ought to have added: ‘of which some are nwre possible 
than others’ (ibid., p. 420). He finds thit 'the emphssis on humtn initiative, though 
correct in itself, has sometimes been’ allowed to go too far in practice, and that ^is lesiu 
to vaguencas of thinking which is as deplorsble ss the narrowness induced by rigorous 
environmentalism (ibid., p. 4x0). He commits himself to concluding tbst 'we may find 
ourselves left with a considerable residue of determinism' (ibid., p. 433). The Sprouts 
concede (in op. cit., p. 31) that strict environmental determinism may explain some tmall 
part of humtn behaviour. P. Bagby (in Culture and Hittory, p. 147) mak^ the point that 
the environment ‘cannot be a fully determining factor, as tome authon, notably Mon¬ 
tesquieu and Buckle, have supposed. After all. Nature simply lies there passively. It is 
up to the human beings to decide whether, and in what wsy, they are going to uae it.' 

Spate recognizes that 'the problems of chance or free wfll or necessity must be faced 
in some fashion', because a geognmher’a 'attitude on this most fundamental general 
problem can hardly fail to have its eneccuMn his thinking on the more restricted question 
of geographical determinism versus possibilism' (ibid., p. 408). But he adds that, ’though 
these matters are not to irrelevant as may seem', it would be ‘tolly’ on his part to proceed 
into them very far. 'It ia not the function of the geographer to write philosophy' (ibid., 
p. 408). A philosopher might tik how, if one steered deer of philosophy, one would be 
able to inquire into human aflxlra at all, in either their geographical aspect or any other. 
Spate does go rather farther into the philosophical issue m a later paper with the title 
'How Determined is Possibilism?’(<>tfo/rqpMw Studiet, vol. iv, No. t (19^7), pp. r-10). 
Here he looks for 1 nodus vtvendi between determinism and possibilism, inclining more 
towards determinism, but this not so far as to commie himself to it. 
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able to prove that there is not some non-identical feature that we have 
overlooked, and that this non-identical feature is not the decisive factor 
that accounts for the different outcomes in different cases of what has 
looked to us like an identical situation but may not have been this in 
truth. This point is made very clearly in the following passa^ of an 
unpublished letter written to me by Gilbert Murray on 8th April, 1932, 
after he had read volume i of this book in typescript. 

Tn all this argument to show that similar conditions do not produce 
similar results, I kept feeling that the reasoning did not convince because 
you never had all the conditions nor exactly similar conditions. E.g., 
conditions on the Jordan and the Nile may have been generally similar, 
but no-one would say that the human result in civilization must be exactly 
proportionate to the geographical data. You speak of the “total environ¬ 
ment^’, but I did not feel as if I had ever been given the total environ¬ 
ment.’ 

This comment anticipates Spate’s, quoted above,* and, if I had been 
moved by it, as I ought to have been, to do some further thinking before 
publication, perhaps I might not have offered so vulnerable a target, 
twenty years later, for Spate’s shot-gun. 

Thus the believer in free will can never demonstrate, to a detcr- 
minist’s satisfaction, that he is presenting water-tight evidence of an 
identical situation having a different outcome in different cases. Con- 
vei^y, the determinist can never demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the 
believer in free will, that an identical situation invariably has the same 
outcome in different cases. His non-determinist opponent can block 
his attempted demonstration that the same cause invariably produces 
the same effect by either admitting, for the sake of the argument, the 
sameness of the effect and challenging the determinist to guarantee 
the sameness of the cause in the cases &at be cites, or, conversely, the 
believer in ffee will can admit the sameness of the cause and contest the 
sameness of the effects in the different cases cited. Whichever tactics 
the believer in free will adopts, the determinist will never be able to 
demonstrate that the same cause invariably produces the same effect— 
unless, of course, betakes refuge in defining the words 'cause’ and ‘effect’ 
to mean phenomena that are invariably linked together. 

This is another way of saying that, to demonstrate any proposition 
conclusively, one m\jst transfer it from the field of phenomena to the 
field of mathematics. Mathematical entities are abstractions so drawn 
as to be self-evidently identical with or different from each other. In 
mathematics, therefore, it is possible to make demonstrations that an 
opponent will be bound to recognize as being valid. But the possibility 
of conclusive demonstration dwindles if we retrace our course from the 
world of mathematics towards the world of phenomena. In physics, 
perhaps, conclusive demonstration may be nearly attainable. In chemis¬ 
try it will be less nearly within reach; in physiology, biology, botany, and 
zoology less so again; and least of all in the study of human affairs. 
‘One to expect a certain degree of inconclusiveness in any explora¬ 
tion of complex states of human affairs.’* In this held, which is the one 

* On p. 3*3. * H. and M. Sprout in op. cic, p. 83. 
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that has the greatest practical importance for us human beings, perhaps 
the nearest approach to certain knowledge that is possible for us is an 
interim report in terms of percentages yielded by the retrospective 
analysis of statistical records. 

Judged by a mathematician's standards, this level of knowledge might 
seem so low as to make the study of human affairs a futile pursuit. Yet, 
in practical life, statistical knowledge enables business men to make 
predictions that come near enough to the mark to allow of profits being 
made on the strength of them.* And, when our study is for the sake of 
gaining profits that are, not monetary, but intellectual, our understand¬ 
ing of what lies behind and beyond the phenomena may be valuably 
increased by conclusions that get no farther than being probable, or 
even than l^ing no more than possible, approximations to the truth. 
Such inexact results might move a mathematician to throw up his pro¬ 
fession in disgust. They will move a student of human affairs to pursue 
his with zest. Meanwhile, the respective believers in the genuineness of 
freedom in human affairs and in the illusoriness of the appearance of it 
must be content to go on waging an indecisive warfare with each other. 
A decision that neiwer party can contest is not to be expected in this 
arena unless and until the progress of human understanding on some 
different level—perhaps the psychological—enables us to see this pair 
of so far unreconciled standpoints in the light of a new concept that 
transcends them both. 


IX. THE TRANSITIONAL SOCIETIES 

I N an earlier chapter^ I have already noticed, in passing, that the dis¬ 
tinction between 'primitive societies’ and 'civilizations", which 1 have 
drawn in the first volume of this book, is too sharp, because it is too 
simple. As I then saw it, human history, so far, can be analysed into a 
sequence of two enterprises—the first already achieved, the second now 
in course of being attempted, with no certainty that it, in turn, is going 
to succeed. On this view the already accomplished enterprise is the 
transformation of Sub-Man into Man; the enterprise on which Man is 
now engaged is the raising of human life from its primitive level to a 
higher one which is the go^ of the endeavour that we call ‘civilization’.^ 
The nature of this goal, and the kind of change in human life, as hitherto 
experienced, that is practicable and desirable, are reconsidered in 
Cl^pter XIX of this volume. In the present chapter I want to recon¬ 
sider my previous, too simple, account of the circumstances in which 
civilization first got on the move. 

• See ix. 2*0-3. * ^ PP* *S®^- 

3 See i. Z91-6. This cl*ssi 5 cidon of humen societies into two classes only—'prinoitiTe 
societies’ end ’civilizations’—is justly criticized by Chr. Dawson in Toyttb*t ana History, 
pp. 137-9. O. Hover criticizes me, sIm justly, in an unpublished paper for my failure to 
appreciate sufficiently the importance of the Neolithic revolution. See also eundem: 
‘fiuchfOliruntf und Btlanz der Welt^eschichte: zu A. Toynbees Deutuni^ des PrQhzcit- 
lichen Menschengeechens’, in ZeiUchrift fikr R^igions^ und GtiststgtschtthU, Jshrgang 
», Heft 3 (i 949 / 5 <>)» PP- » 47 “S 9 - 
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I saw the rise of civilization as a consequence of one of the responses 
made by Upper Palaeolithic Man, in the region that is now the arid 
zone of the Old World in the northern hemisphere, to the challenge 
presented to him there by the recession of the latest in a succession of 
glacial>pluvial ages.* The changes in the flora and fauna of the north¬ 
western quarter of the Old World that followed in the train of this 
change of climate did indeed threaten the human inhabitants of this 
quarter with starvation and extinction through the loss of their previous 
means of livelihood. The geographical range of the challenge was even 
wider than I had originally raized. The recession of the ice not only 
turned what had been the savannahs of North Africa and South-West 
and Central Asia into steppes and deserts; it turned what bad been the 
tund^ of Northern Europe, at the foot of the ice-cap, into forests; 
and both these changes killed out or drove out the game that had pro¬ 
vided food for the Upper Palaeolithic inhabitants of these two regions. 
In Northern Europe that once mighty hunter, Magdalenian Man, 
apparently failed to survive the disappearance of his big game. During 
the latest glaciation the game had t^n so abundant, and his skill in 
dispatching it so great, that he had acquired a surplus of food and energy 
which gave him the opportunity to leave behind him a memorial in the 
shape of his wonderhil paintings on the walls of caves. But the high 
degree of specialization that had rewarded him with a temporary pros¬ 
perity was his undoing when his environment played him false. He did 
not succeed in adapting himself, and consequently died out, or at any 
rate dwindled to a remnant living on in misery.* Magdalenian Man’s 
humbler contemporaries to the south and south-east partly died out and 
partly decamped still farther southwards, in step with the southward 
drift of the savannahs at the expense of the tropical forest. But some of 
them stood their ground and made history.’ 

In giving this account of the response made by the Upper Palaeolithic 
inhabitants of the former savannahs to the challenge of desiccation, and 
in suggesting that civilization had been an outcome of this response, I 
was not wrong.* But I did go wrong in carrying history from the Upper 
Palaeolithic hunter’s way of life to civilization at one bound. Actually, 
this immense revolution was achieved, not at one bound, but in two 
great steps. In my previous account of the transition from the higher 
hunting and food-ptherii^ culture to civilization, 1 telescoped two 
stages into one. Palaeolithic hunters and food-gatherers did not, as I 

* i. 3oa-ai. 

• See V. G. Childe: Afofj AfaAwffwiwy, p. 73; WJiatHappenedotHistory, 0^.41-43. 

On the Greet PUini of North Americe ■ change of climate aecma likewise to have been 
followed by the extinedon of the big game that had been hunt^ by Early Idthic (corre¬ 
sponding to Old-World Palaeolithic) Man. Here, however, die hundng economy (now 
based on the bison) continued until the pre-Columbian populadon was supplanted by 
settlera of European origin in the nineteenth century of th^e Chnarian Era (C. R. Willey 
and P. Phillips: Mtlfudand Thtory in Ameruon Arehatohty pp* S6-88 and 107). 

> ^ the Americas, too, there were poople who made history ny advancing from 
hunting through mainly depending on rood-gathering to P*^y aepending on agricul¬ 
ture : and here, similarly, these people seem to have bm rJadvdy backward representa¬ 
tives of the Archaic O.e. Poatlithic and Preformadve) stage of culmre (Willey and Phillips, 
op. cit. (1058), pp. to7, ta7-8, 145, and aoi). 

♦ See v. G. Childe: Man Maktt Himstlf, p. 88; H. Frankfort: Th« Rut of Cnnftro- 
tian in tht Near Ecat, pp. 33-34. 
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had pictured them,’ plunge straight into the jungle-swamps of the lower 
Nile valley and the lower basin of the Tigris and Euphrates and convert 
these into fertile fields by hydraulic engineering on ^e grand scale. The 
challenge presented by the jungle-swamp to a pre-agricultural society 
would have been altogether too severe to allow of these potential 
granaries being used as experimental stations for the discovery of the 
art of agriculture.* The stations in which the hunters pioneered in this 
new act were not the formidable jungle-choked river valleys; they were 
other green patches, of more tractable kinds, that also held out against 
the onset of desiccation: for instance, oases watered by springs, and the 
flood-plains of fertile soil deposited by lesser streams at the foot of their 
parent mountains before they ran out into the spreading sands. 

Famous examples of these two types of geographical ‘set-ups’ that 
could be, and were, converted into nursery gardens arc the oasis of 
Jericho and the ghutah of Damascus watered by the rivers Abama 
(Barada) and Pharpar (Nahr al-Awaj). Early cultivators did also settle in, 
or on the brows of, the side valleys, not only of the Jordan valley, but of 
the lowest section of the Nile valley that later generations eventually 
transformed into Upper Egypt. But the oases and flood-plains in which 
agriculture was invented seem to have been those on the outer rim of 
‘me Fertile Crescent’ of South-West Asia and farther east in what are 
now Iran and Turkmenistan (Transcaspia). This region, unlike both 
the heart of ‘the Fertile Crescent’ and the valley of Upper Egypt, was a 
rainfall zone. It is so still.* But Iran was better watered in the Post-glacial 
Age than it is today, and its flood-plains and oases are thought to have 
been the training ground of the agriculturists who eventually reclaimed 
the lower basin of the Tigris and Euphrates^—a larger and propor¬ 
tionately more difficult talk than the later reclaunation of the Nile 
swamps in the narrow valley of Upper Egypt.* As for the provenance 


« In i. 305-6. 

> *Por the understanding of the eeneeu of civilization in the Near East, nothing is 
more important than a knowledge of the vigorous and promssive Neolithic cultures of 
the Mth and fourth miUennia B.C. However neat the credit due to the Sumerians for their 
reeponse to the dtallenge of the untamed Mcsc^tamian landacwe, it would have been 
impossible without the prior achievements of what Gordon Chtlde has esUed “the 
Neolithic Revolution”. In this connexion it is ti^6cant that there is 00 cue on record 
of what we may perhaps call truly primitive societies, that is pure “food-gatherers”, being 
succeufuUy brought within the orbit of a ctviUzation, whereu so-called primitive peoples 
who have pused through the agricultural revolution often have so been, even if often 
as ^wers of wood and drawers of wster under civilized oppreuion. Food-gatherers find 
the strain of such forcible integration into an alien society too great, ana die out, like 
the West Indian islanders and most of the North American lodiau, while African slaves 
are successfully—from the invaders’ point of view—introduced to replace them. 
Maori have been integrated into a civilized society, but not the Australian Blscks, while 
the 'Tasmanians htve been totally destroyed. The Bsntu multipty throughout ^uth 
Africa; the Bushmen survive precariously in the Kalahari’ (A. R. Bum in History, 
Februaiy-October, 1956, pp. 7^. 

> R. J. Braidwood: Near East and the Foundatiom of CivUiaaSion, p. it. See also 

ibid., p. xa, the instructive map: ’Fig. 4: Physiogrtphical and rainfall map of Nuclear 
Western Asia, with the major sites of occurrence of temitnal food-gathering and of 
earliest food^roducing ^re-Late Hauuna phase) antiquity.’ 

* See H. rrankfort: The Rise of Civiliaatian in the Near East, p. 44. 

s See W. F. Albright: From the Stone Afe to Christianity, and ed., p. i^. Frankfort 
notes, in op. cit., p. 45, that the recUmauon of what became the land of Sumer wu 
comparable, in scaU; and in difficulty, to the reclamation, not of Upper Egypt, but of ^e 
Nile Delta. On the evidence of land^pes portrayed on reliefs in E^ptian tombs dating 

M 2 
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of the people who eventually did for Upper Egypt what had, by then, 
already bew done for Sumer, they seem not to have been descended— 
anyway, not directly—from previous occupants of the blu£k, over¬ 
hanging the Nile valley in Upper Egypt, where we find these earliest 
local agriculturists first installed. Though the lx>wer Palaeolithic culture 
is well represented by remains found on these bluffs, the Upper Palaeo¬ 
lithic and Mesolithic cultures are not, so that there is a signal break of 
continuity between the latest Palaeolithic remains here and the earliest 
of those left by an agricultural population.* 

‘The early stages of the culture which develops into the civilization of 
dynastic Egypt is [rie] ... not in the line of evolution of the Mesolithic or 
Upper Palaeolithic of the Nile valley, but is fundamentally dififerent from 
it, as well as from the Capsian of North Africa and ^e Natufian of 
Palestine.'* 

The earliest local pre-dynastic cultures are post-Sebilian*—i.e. they 
date from an age in whi^ the physiography, though not yet the flora 
and fauna, of Upper Egypt was already approximately what it has been 
during the present Age of Civilization. 

‘This . . . does away with the story of hordes roaming through North 
Africa and eventually settling in the Nile valley because desiccation had 
made life impossible there.'^ 

The predynastic agricultural age on the firinges of what was to become 
Egypt began only a few centuries before 4000 B.C., and it began in a 
period, not of increasing aridity, but of increasing humidity,’ which 
made ^e bluib above the Nile v^ley cultivable while making the jungle- 
choked valley bottom more forbidding, for the time, than ever. ‘Not 
before NakSda II [aUas Gerzean] did the first settlers venture down into 
the valley itself.'^ All the same, the revolutionary progress of archaeolon- 
cal discovery in, and on the fringe of, Egypt has not done away with me 
story of hordes roaming through Noi^ Africa and South-West and 
Central Asia which eventually settled somewhere and responded to the 
challenge of desiccation by making the economic transition from food¬ 
gathering to agriculture and &om hunting to the domestication of 
animals. Though the scene of this revolution in human history proves 
not to have been the north-east corner of Africa, the revolution did take 
place; and it happened in Asia, as is indicated by the amazing discoveries 
at Jericho, as well as by the now apparently proven priority of Sumer 
over Egypt as the seat of an irrirational civilization on the grand scale. 
Baumgaitel points out^ that the Badarians, who were the earliest of the 

from the Age of the Old Kingdom, E. J. Baumstrtel holds, in Tht Cvltitnx 0/ Prihistarie 
Egypt, p. 3, that the Delta waa then atill largely unreclaimed. 

> Bauxngartel, op. cit., p. 18. * Ibid., p. zo. 

t Ibid. 4 Ibid. 

* Ibid. In the course of the present Post-glacisl or Inter-glacial Age up to date, 
there have been a number of minor oscillations of climate which are perhaps of the same 
nature, though not on the same scale, as the previous series of glacial-pluvial peaks and 
eroughi. Thin seems to have been ‘some increase in moisttire at the end of the Pleisto¬ 
cene^ (Braidwood. op. cit., p. z 1). 

* Bauzngartel. op. dt., p. 3. Cp. p. a8. f Ibid., pp. 23-24. 
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prc-dynastic agricultural societies on the fringe of Upper Egypt, 
possessed domesticated cattle, sheep, and goats; that sheep and goats are 
not indiranous in Africa;* and that the pre-dynastic Egyptians’ sheep 
seem to have been of South-West Asian breeds. My error in volume i 
lay in presenting the transition from the Upper Palaeolithic culture to 
river-v^ey irrigational civilization as having taken place at one bound, 
and in taking the eventual reclamation of Egypt as my principal illustra¬ 
tion for my thesis. What Egypt docs illustrate is the transition to river- 
valley irrigational civilization from a culture, of apparently Asian 
origin, based economically on the cultivation of small flood-plains and 
oases. 

The type or phase of culture that was transitional between the Upper 
Palaeolithic and the civilizations of the first generation which arose 
in the Lower Tigris-Euphratcs valley and the lower Nile valley circa 
3000 B.c. is commonly known as Neolithic, in allusion to its characteris¬ 
tic tool, the CTound-stone axe, which was much more potent than even 
the finest of Upper Palaeolithic Man’s chipped or flaked flints. The prac¬ 
tice of labelling phases of culture by technological inventions that 
are characteristic, or at least symbolic, of their specific genius has the 
advantage of being applicable to all manifestations of human culture at 
all times and places. Technology is perhaps the one product of human 
activity in which there has been continuous progress,* and it has also 
been a province in which the network of human relations has always 
embraced the whole human race; for, though every technological in¬ 
vention must have been made at some particular place at some particu¬ 
lar moment, a type of tool or a process of work, once invented, has been 
apt to spread, in course of time, to the ends of the Earth, so that, by the 
present day, most societies in the World, however isolated or backward, 
have progressed technologically and economically at least as far as the 
pre-avUizational agricultural phase, though they may have entered it 
as much as ten or twelve thousand years later than the pioneer inventors 
of it. The ground-stone axe was, indeed, a key tool of the Neolithic 
culture, since it enabled its possessors to master the trees that were 
invading post-glacial Northern Europe and were only slowly receding 
from post-glacial Afrasia.* But it is not a quite accurate hall-mark of the 
Neolithic culture. For instance, it was not possessed by the Palestinian 
Natofians, who were early semi-agriculturists, while, on the other hand, 
it had been acquired by the North Europeans in advance of their 
acquisition of the art of agriculture.^ Moreover, the purpose of cutting 
down the scrub in an Afrasian oasis, or the trees in a northern forest, was 
not just to use the timber for making tools or utensils; it was to clear the 
ground for cultivation. 

‘The outstandine new feature of the Neolithic Age is agriculture’,* 
and it is still the key activity of this culture in the places where it 
survives. The earliest known Neolithic societies in South-West Asia 

> Cp. V. G. Childe: Man Makti Himself, p. 86. 

* See, for tnsunce, A. L. Kroeber: StyU and Cwilsjeations, pp. 62-64. 

> Chiide: Man Makes Hisnself, p. 99: What Htapeoed in History, p. 44. 

* Man Makes Hisnseff, p. 100; What Happenedtn History, p. 50. 

> M. FrarUcfort; The Rue of Cit^Uoaiion in the Near East, p. 35. 
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and in the countries round the Mediterranean Sea possessed domestic 
a nim a t s besides cultivating domestic plants.^ But elsewhere there arc» 
even today, some Neolithic agricultural societies without domestic 
animals;* and it is easier to imagine how, in an age of increasing 
desiccation, wild animals co\i\d have been domesticated by human 
beings who were already cultivators of crops than it is to sec how this 
marvellous feat could have been achieved by people who were still 
hunters.’ As for the two arts of pottery and spinning and weaving, 
which are characteristic of the full-blown Neolithic culture in the New’ 
World* as well as in the Old World, neither of them is coeval with 
agriculture. There is a pre-pottery agricultural stage at Jericho, for 
instance, and likewise in Peru as Huaca Prieta, at the mouth of the 
Chicama valley.* Agriculture and, to an almost equal degree, the keeping 
of domestic animals, which was the normal concomitant of agriculture 
in the region where the agriculture of the Old World original^, are the 
essence of the Neolithic culture and are its greatest enduring le^cy to 
cultures of subsequent phases that are ‘higher’ in the sense of having 
been built up on NeolitUc foundations, whether or not they are higher 
in terms of spiritual achievement and value. 

By achieving the agricultural-pastoral revolution,* human beii^ 
made themselves into active partners of Nature instead of continuing 
to be parasites on her like their human predecessors and like all other 
kinds of living creatures except some of the social insects.’ Both 
vegetable and animal husbandry are fruits of foresight, forethought, 
perseverance, and self-control, and require an unfailing practice of 
these virtues to keep them going.* Husbandmen have to take thought, 
not only for the morrow, but for next year; and, however hungry they 
may be, they must not cat the seed-com or slaughter the cows, ewes, 
and she-goats that yield them milk, besides replenishing their herds and 
flocks. The reward of husbandry is the production of a food supply that 
can maintain a denser population in greater security than hunting and 
food-gathering can. But to describe this revolution solely in technological 
and economic terms would be to give an inadequate account of it. In 
an earlier chapter we have noted® that, before the epiphany of higher 
religion led to the extrication of the religious from the seciilar side of 
life, all social and cultural activities were religious activities as well. 
Husbandry, both vegetable and animal, certainly had a religious, as well 

* Man Maktt Himulf, p. 85; What Happtntd in Hirtory, p. 49. 

* Man Maktt Hmuff, p. 75. > Ibid., p. 8^. 

* The Fomutive sok of cwture in the Americu, u defined by Willey end PhiUipe: 
Metfu^ and Theory in American Arehatolagy (1958), teems to correspond epproximetely 
(et any rate in its earlier phateO to the ttafe labelled ‘Neolithic* ny ttudenia of Old- 
World himry. According to craidwood, op. cit., p. 1, Middle American Later 
Formative (beeinniiM eirca 500 B.C.) correapmdi to uxe Protoliterate stage of ctUture 
in the lower 'I^rit-Euphratea batin (beginiung area 3500 B.C.). 

t J. A. Mason: The Ancient Civihaat&TU o/Peru, p. 31. 

* R. Redfield prefer* to use the word ’transformatioo’. He points out that the word 

'revolution* hu ataoeiadons, in preaeot-day minds, with famous and controveiaial 
event* in We*tem history-^g. ‘the Industrial Revolution'. *1110 use of the word ‘revolu¬ 
tion* ia therefore likely to import •omethmg alien and irrelevant into our ricture of the 
chan^ brought about by the Invention of agriculture (The Primitive World and iu 
TransformatioTU, pp. am). t What Happened in History, p. 48. 

* Man Makes Himu^, p. 93. * On pp. 78-79. 
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as an economic, aspect to begin with; and the agricultural>pastoral 
revolution might never have been achieved if it had not been a religious 
revolution in one of its aspects. 

‘The period when the food>producing economy became established 
was one of climatic crises adversely affecting precisely that zone of arid 
sub-tropical countries where the earliest farmers appear and where the 
wild ancestors of cultivated cereals and domestic animals actually lived.” 

These farmers were not descended from the magnificent Magdalenian 
hunters who had flourished at the foot of the ice-cap, but from the less 
successful, because less specialized, Upper Palaeolithic hunters on the 
Afrasian savannahs.* ‘Nowhere has a series of continuous remains 
covering the transition been recognised.’* The NatOfian Palestinians 
used sickles set with flint teeth, but this proves merely that they reaped, 
not that they sowed. They may have b^n reapers of grass that grew 
wUd,^ and, whether or not they were still food-gatherers, they were 
certainly still hunters,* and their cereals, even if cultivated, may have 
been no more than a supplementary and subsidiary part of their food 
supply. Food-gatherers may not only reap; they may also practise 
ar^cial irrigation. Frankfort^ cites a case of this from the Great Basin 
of Western North America. Conversely, cultivators of crops may take 
advantage of the natural irrigation of the flood-plains of small streams— 
a source of water-supply that confers the additional benefit of renewing 
the fertility of the soil. At Tepe Sialk—a tiny oasis, watered by a spring, 
on the western edge of the Central Desert of Iran, near Kashan— 
hunting continued to be an important economic activity when the 
local people were already cultivating the soil by irrigation, maintaining 
domestic animals, and practising the arts of spinning and weaving and 
pottery.’ In the Fayyum and at Merimde, on the western brow of the 
Nile Delta, the earliest state of affairs in the Neolithic Age seems to 
have been like that at Tepe Sialk; agriculture, there too, was still 
subsidiary.® Yet, once introduced, it everywhere grew steadily in 
relative importance,* and this without depending on irrigation. 

Though artificial irrigation was the key to the eventual reclamation 
and cultivation of the great river valleys and basins of Afrasia, it seems 
likely that the Neolithic inventors of farming in Afrasia depended on a 
natural supply of water from floods or springs or rains or combinations 

I Man Mokts p. 86. * Wkai Happmtd in HisU^, p. 48. 

J Finnkfort, op. cit., pp. 34-35. * Ibid., p. 3<. 

s What H^^pin»d in History, p. 48. * In op. dt., p. 30. 

t What Happmtd in History, p. 53. * Ibid., p. 53. 

« In the Americas, too. there u archaeological evidence for a stage in which agncul> 
ture waa known and practued without yet having become the staple means of subsistence. 
WiUey and Phillips report (Mtthod and Theory in American Archaeology (1958), p. 145) 
that, on second thoughts, *we found that agriculture per te was not the e^^fosive stimulus 
to cultural devdopment that we had supposed it to be. The early evidences of plant 
domestication seem to be associated with cultures that we should b« inclined to think 
of as “lower” Archaic if we had such a division' They note (ibid., p. 135) that these 
cultures were equalled or surpassed in well-being and in stability by owers that still 
depended wholly on hunting, fishing, or food-gathering. At the same time they also 
note that no wholly non-agncultural American culture proved capable of advancing to 
the Classic stage of civilisation (ibid., pp. 144-5 *nd 203). 



334 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
of these different natural sources.* Certainly the Neolithic agriculture 
that was propagated, from its original seed-t^d in the Afrasian oases, to 
Europe and North-West Attca in one direction and to North-West 
China in another did depend on rainfall and therefore had to be con¬ 
stantly moving on from old fields to new fields.* It went on moving, and 
therefore also spreading, till its practitioners discovered how to restore 
the fertility of the soil by manuring it with cattle dung and by letting it he 
fallow for alternating periods. This was a more efficient alternative to the 
primitive practice of fertilizing a patch of cleared woodland with the ash 
obtained by burning the felled trees, and then leaving that season’s 
field untouched till it had become covered by a second growth that 
could be felled and burnt in its turn.* Yet even this ‘slash-and-bum’, 
‘reap-and-run’ kind of agriculture was effective enough to become a 
staple source of food-supply. The Danubian Neolithic pioneers of 
agriculture in Europe in the fourth and third millennia b.c., who dis¬ 
covered and exploited the patches of loess soil among the European 
forests, already depended on agriculture exclusively.^ 

How early in the present Post-glacial or Inter-glacial Age vm 
agriculture started ? The length of our vista of agriculture’s past history 
has been doubled by the discoveries at Jericho since the end of the 
Second World War. Before that, other South-West Asian Neolithic 
sites seemed ancient. At Tepe Sialk seventeen layers of deposit, to a 
total height of ninety-one feet, had been laid down by 3000 B.c.* At 
Tepe Gawra, near Mosul, the pre-dvilizational deposit was 104 feet 
thick in twenty-six layers.^ At Ras ash-Shamrah it was forty feet thick.^ 
K. Kenyon,* on the strength of carbon-14 tests, dates the pre-pottery 
stage at Jarmo, in North-Eastern Traq, circa 4750 B.C.* Braidwood, 
publishing in 1952 before Miss Kenyon’s excavations at Jericho, con¬ 
sidered Jarmo to be the earliest of the fully Neolithic village sites.*** 
He distinguishes five groups of these: Tepe Sialk in North Central 
Iran; Hassuna in Nor^em 'Iraq; 'Amuq, Saqja Gdzu and Mersina 
in Northern Syria and Cilida; Jericho XVII-IX; Fayyum A and 
Merimde.** He dates Hassuna 4400 B.c. ;**FayyumA 4145 B.c.±250 

years (by a carbon-14 test);** and the pre-NeoHAic NatOfian stage of 
culture in Palestine 6 o^b.c.*^ Frar^fort** dates Tepe Sialk and also 
Hassuna in Northern 'Iraq as early as circa 5000 B.c., and the Palestinian 
NatQfians about a thousand years earlier than that (thus agreeing, as 
regards the date of the NatOfian culture, with Braidwood). But these 
and all other Neolithic and immediately pre-Neolithic sites so far dis¬ 
covered and explored are of relatively recent origin compared with 
Jericho. 


* S«e Frankfort, op. cit, pp. 37-38. 

* See ibid., pp. 8^-84 and 96. 

* What Hopptntd in JJirtory, p. 34. 

* Ibid., pp. 51 and 53. 

* Ibid., p. sr. 

* 7 «rUho, pp. 53 and 90. 

* According to Braidwood, op. cit., p. tr, 

are 4758 B.c.±3oe years (obtained tnel 
tained from charcoal). Op. cit., 

** Op. cit., p. 3t. 

>4 Op. ch., p. 14. 


* See Man Makts Htmietf, p. 96. 


» Ibid., pp. SI-53. 

the earliest carbon-t4 dates from Jsnno 

1); 4743±36o “d 4654^340 ye*” <oh- 
p. so. t< Op. dt., p. 14. 

” Op. dt., p. 14. 

>* In op. dt., p. 35. 
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The third level at Jericho corresponds to the first level at most other 
Afrasian sites,* and the first level at Jericho is 3,000 years older.* The 
end of the pre-pottery age at Jericho is dated circa 5000 B.C.* The 
aggregate height of the layers deposited on the teli by this date is 
already forty-five fect,^ and it may prove not to have been the first stage.* 
The origins of Jericho must be not much later than the end of the 
Pleistocene (that is, the end of the Palaeolithic) Age, circa 10000 B.a* 
The pre-pottery Neolithic settlement at Jericho may have been larger 
than the subsequent Bronze-Age town.^ Its area was at least eight acres, 
and, on the basis of present-day local density of urban settlement, this 
area would imply a population of about three thousand.* This settlement 
had a massive defensive wall of large undressed stones.^ A still earlier, 
and also still finer, wall was found below the one first discovered.’** 
A ditch, nine metres wide and three deep, has been cut out of the solid 
rock.” There is a tower, nine metres in diameter, with a staircase 
inside.’* This tower has two outer skins, and there is a still earlier wall in 
its core.’* The system of defences of which the tower is part belongs to 
the earliest phase so far discovered.’^ 

When one stands on the brow of Miss Kenyon's great trench, as I did 
on 24th July, 1957, and gazes at that magnificently built tower at the 
bottom, one has the extraordinary sensation of reading the history of 
civilization, at one glance, back to a date which may be as far removed 
from the date of the beginning of civilization elsewhere circa 3000 b.c. 
as the year 3000 b.c. is from our own day. Who can deny that there was 
such a thing as civilization at Jericho at the time when the tower was 
built, if I have been right in defining civilization as a state of society 
in which there is a minority that is free from the task of keeping life 
going from day to day, and that therefore has leisure to think and plan 
and direct the work of the community as a whole ?’* Without the presence 
and activity of such a minority, the execution of those arduous and skil¬ 
ful public works is inconceivable. Therefore something that we arc 
bound to call civilization existed about twice as long ago at Jericho as 
anywhere else that we know of. Yet Miss Kenyon holds’* that‘Jericho 
cannot have been unique*. And indeed the sequel, at Jericho itself, to 
the pre-pottery stage shows that there must have been at least one con¬ 
temporary civilization that was not only independent but was, in at least 
one technological respect, farther advanced. The earliest users of 
pottery at Jericho came from outside, ousted the pre-pottery population, 
and brought in the art of pottery with them ready-made.” There was a 
complete break in the history of Jericho at this stage.’* Pre-pottery urban 
Jericho has no heirs. It was the later and cruder Neolithic cultures of 
Afrasia that developed, without a break, into the historic civilizations 
that arose in the great Afrasian river valleys circa 3000 b.c.’* 

The Afrasian inventors of agriculture turned their energies to two 


> Kenyon, op. ett, pp. 51-53- 
* Ibid., p. 73. » Ibid., p. <1. 

' Ibid., p. 6s. * Ibid., p. m. 

ibid., p. 60. Ibid., p. 69. 


1 


Ibid., p. 91. 

« Ibid., p. 75. 
«* Ibid., p. 67. 
<4 Ibid., p. yz. 


* Ibid., p. $*• 

1 Ibid., p. 65. 
>1 Ibid., p. 68. 
ts See p. 278. 
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different purposes, vrith two different consequences. Some of them, as 
we have seen, moved out as pioneers and won new lands for agriculture 
without being stimulated to improve upon the Neolithic cultivators’ 
basic technological equipment: Ac eround-stone axe, Ae fiint-toothed 
si<Me,* domestic animals, Ac arts of spinning and weaving and pottery, 
and Ac p rimi tive agricultural technique of ‘slash-and-bum’, which 
compelled people who depended on it for Aeir livelihood to be con¬ 
tinually moving on. WiA Ais equipment Ae great continental hinter¬ 
lands of the Afrasian ‘Nuclear Old World’ were won for agriculmre ^ 
far afield as North-West Africa and Europe and NorA-West China* in 
the course of Ac fourA and third millennia b.c.^ OAer Afrasian agri¬ 
culturists were content to stay at home, and Aerefore could not remain 
content to make no improvements on their primitive equipment. In the 
Afrasian oases Ae fourA millennium B.c, was rich in inventions:^ 
the working of copper, Ae making of bronae, Ac inventions of animal 
traaion, and of wheels, bricks, and seals.* Copper wm already known 
to Ac Badarians, who were Ac earliest agriculturists in Upper Egypt;* 
and E. J. Baumgartel goes so far as to say that ‘we do not Imow of any 
period in pre-dynastic Egypt (apart from Palaeolithic times) when 
metal was certainly absent’.’ Inventiveness was stimulated by inter¬ 
course between local cultures with different ways of doing things, and 
here desiccation proved a help to Afrasian man, brides being a challenge 
to him. ‘Only in the arid zone round Ac Mediterranean and east Acreof 
was intercourse at all rapid and extensive.’® Even so, the wheel, which 

* ThU N»tOfi»n tool tunu in pre-pottery Jericho (K. Kenyon: Digsi»8 upy«neho, 
pp. 56-57). It is also found st Tepe Sislk and at Hassuna; and the flint teeth, though rwt 
complete oladet, have been found in Southern RuMia and the Danube basin, in'AnatoIia, 
in N^rth-West Africa, and at Almeria on the south-east coast of Spain (H. Frankfort: 
Th* Bhih of Civilitetion in tkt Ntar £ait, pp. 

a It b easy to see how agriculturists from me oases of Inn and Traascaspia could 
have drifted north-eastwaru acroaa Asia to North-Western China—especblly in an 
age before the rise of the pastoral Nomads had begun to make the steppes dangerous for 
anyone else. But ^ what route did other agriculturists spread from Ahuis into Europe ? 
Aiutolis b the obvious bridge, and the Dardanelles and Bosphorus have never been 
serious obstacks to migration. But according to Seton Lloyd, Early Anatolia, p. 53, 
Anatolia was uninhabited st the time of the Neolithic Revolution in the adjoining 'Fertile 
Crescent’: it remained a Urra incognita until almost the end of the Chalcolithic Age in 
‘the Fertile Crescent’ (p. 58; cp. p. 74); there was an unsurmounud barrier along the 
a,ooo-feet contour-line along me soutnem slopes of the Taurus (p. 59): the earliest 
Chakolithic culture in Anatolia, at the cloao of ‘the Fertile Crescent’s' Chalcolithic Age. 
b uniform all over the peniruula, including the west coast (pp. 6o-6t): and Lloyd 
suggests that Anatolia may have bm first populated, not from 'the Fertile Crescent’, 
but from the Danube bMin (p. 61). 'Thu indicates that the Dsnubian pioneers of agri¬ 
culture in Europe must have come from Afrasis by a route nmning north of the 
Black Sea; and indeed the Kuban valley u known to have been a relauvely early snt 
of an agricultural culture. The route which agriculture reached North-Weat Africa 
and, from there, the Atlantic coast of Europe ts an even greater puszJe, if E. J. 
Baumgartel b right in her contention that the Nile Delta remainea an unreclaim^ 
swamp un^ the of the Old lAtgdom. Thu would rule out a route from or via 
Palestine ^ong the no^ coast of Africa. In, say, the fourth millennium B.C., was what 
b now the Libyan Desert stUI hotpitsble enough to allow primitive cultivatora to snatch 
a living from it while drifting acroaa it &om Upper Egypt or Nubia towards the Atlas ? 

> What Happmtd in Hittory, p. 57: Man Makts Hamtlf, p. 96. See slso Braidwood, 
op. cit., p. 'Fig. XI: the spreMl of the food-producing economy out of the Nuclear 
Near Eiiut, from an assumed beginning at circa 6000 B.C., suggested by means of bo- 
chronic lines.' * What Happened in Hittory, p. 69. 

* Ibid., p. 75. Cp. Man Maket Himstlf, pp. 118 and 257. 

6 E. J. Mumgartel: The Cultvret of lyeinttoric Egypt, p. 22. 

t Ibid., p. 14. * Man Maket Himtdf, p. 98. 
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had been invented in Sumer about 3500 b.c., and had been applied 
there to traction as well as to pottery-making, was not applied to trac¬ 
tion in Egypt till about 1650 B.C.* 

Primitive agriculture had produced no surplus of food and therefore 
no reserves for maintaining sp>ecialists.* The only division of labour had 
been between men and women, and each local community had been 
self-sufficient.^ The new arts that arose in the Afrasian oases during the 
fourth millennium B.c. required male specialists,^ and this indicates 
that a certain surplus must by then have been accruing.^ Metallurgy 
is a full-time occupation;® ‘metallurgical lore is the first approximation 
to international science';^ and metallurgy destroys Neolithic self- 
sufficiency*—requiring, as it does, not only smiths, but miners, smelters, 
and carriers. ‘Potters who use the wheel are normally male specialists.’® 
‘By relieving women of a lot of heavy but essential tasks in the way of 
hoeing, carrying burdeits, and making pots’, these new male avocations 
—met^lurgy, casting, ploughing, and making pottery on the wheel— 
‘cut away the economic foundations of momer-right’.’® The fourth- 
millennium masculine inventions—metallurgy, the wheel, the ox-cart, 
the pack-a&s, the sailing-ship—provided the technological foundations 
for a new economic organization which could undertake a task that 
Afrasian man had not yet attempted: the reclamation, for agriculture, 
of the jungle-swamps in the great Afrasian river basins and valleys.*' 
The Afrasian oasis-cultivator had already mastered the art of water- 
control on the small scale.'* 'The economic organisation and social 
framework were alone deficient’,'* but they were indispensable, since 
without them there could be no public works,'* and without these the 
fourth-millennium technological inventions would not have enabled 
Afrasian man to achieve his great new enterprise. 

No doubt every technological revolution is also a social one in the 
sense that technological changes are both consequences and causes of 
social changes. R. J. Braidwood points out'* that the nature of the surviv¬ 
ing evidence for pre-civilizational culture yields a picture in which 
technology looms too large. But, in contrast to the Neolithic revolution, 
which had been a technological one first and foremost, the civilizational 
revolution was a social and cultural one in its essence. The technological 
stages of history—food-gathering, food-production, industrialism—do 


> Ibid., p. 140. It was used in E^jrpt lor pottery-making from the time of the Third 
Dynasty onwards (W/uit HapptHtd tn Hittory, p. 86}. 

a Wnat Happmed in Histon, p. 68. * Mon MaMs Hmttlf, p. 94. 

* Even in the technologically simpler Andean World, the transition from the Forma¬ 
tive to the Classic stage of culture was accompanied, in the Moch6 valley, by a specializa¬ 
tion of profcaaiona and claasea (Bennett and Bird: Andtan Cultttra Huto^, p. 6; Bennett 
in A Rtappraiiel </ Perutnan Arehatology, p. 6). 

t An increase in the amount and variety of food is also attested directly by an increase 
in average human stature bettceen the Mesolithic and the Chalcolithtc Age (\V. F. 
Albright: From Stono Ago to ChrUtianily, znd ed., p. 145). 

♦ ivhot Happtned in History, p. 77. ’ Ibid., p. 78. 

• ibid., p. 79. ® Ibid., p. 85. *• Ibid., p. 86. 

*> Ibid., p. 

is ‘Chalcolithic culture may . . . be jtutly called “iirigation culture ”(W. F.Albngbt: 
From tko Stont Ago to Christionity, and ed., p. 144. Cp. p. 137). 

>s Wkoi Happtned tn History, p. 75. Braidwood, op. cit., p. 16. 

IS In op. cit., p. 8. 
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not correspond to its cultural stages.^ The Neolithic technological 
revolution, in which food-production supplanted food-gathering, was a 
technological change of the same order oi magnitude and momentous- 
ness as &e modem Western Industrial Revolution in which muscle- 


power was replaced by harnessed inanimate power as Man’s material 
means of manufacture and locomotion.^ There was no comparable 
technological change during the intervening age. 'The technological and 
economic differences between civilization and the pre-dvUizational 
phases of food-production were differences of degree.’^ On the other 
hand, this intervening age saw, in the emergence first of civilization 
and then of higher rel^on, the two greatest single cultural changes in 
human history so far. The dvilizational st^e of culture could not have 
been achieved if it had not been preceded by the invention of food- 
production and the other concomitant and subsequent technological 
advances that have been noticed just above. But the emergence of 
dvilization was, in itself, an event on a non-technological plane. It was 
brought about by developments on the spiritual plane.^ So far from 
being caused, or accompanied, by any fr^ technological advance, it 
was soon followed by an arrest of the movement of technological 
advance that had been set going in the Neolithic technological revolu¬ 
tion.’ Conversely, the Neolithic technological revolution had cost a 
spiritual price. It had been accompanied by an arrest of the movement of 
spiritual advance that had been set going in the technologically more 
backward Upper Palaeolithic Age. 'The hunter’s wide-ranging life had 
freed Man’s spirit; agriculture made it a prisoner of the clod.’’’ 

'All through the Near East the best sites were reclaimed with toil.’^ 
The undertaking required the production, collection, and storing of a 
large food-surplus to feed a great labour-force diverted from food- 
pr^uction to large-scale public works bringing in no immediate return 
in the form of foodstuffs. This labour-force had to be raised, controlled, 


and directed. Neither task would have been possible without a governing 
minority possessed of both immense ability and immense authority;^ 


for the task was heart-breaking as well as back-breaking, and the scale 


of it was so vast that the ordinary labourer can hardly have foreseen in 
imagination the fruits of his efforts.* He must have worked in faith or 
under coercion or, more probably, have been driven by both these 


forces simultaneously. It is significant that, in both Sumer and Egypt 
at the dawn of history, the reclaimed land is the property of a god,’* and 


* Bnidwood, op. cit., p. 5. 

> P. Borkontu in MtrKur, 3. Jthrfftng, 7. Heft (July, 1949), p. 629. 

1 finidwood, op. eit, p. 42. « Braidwood. op. cit.. pp. 5-6 and 42. 

* Borkenau, op. dt., p. 631. It ia ooteworthy that, in Peru Ukewiae, technological pre- 
gresa wm eharacteriatk of the Formative Age (Bennett in A Reappraital 0/ Pmtvuat 
Arckatology, p. 6), and that the subaequeot Claaaic Age *waa an era of rediaatiOD in 
terms of techniquea already known’ (R. G. Willey, op. cit., p. la). 

’ Borkenau, op. ciL, p. 630. v Man Meitet Himttlf, p. 122. 

’ In the Andean World likewiae. the tranahion &om the Formative Age to the Qasate 
Age, in which the valley bottoms in coastal Peru were mastered and irrigated, was 
accompanied by a shift of interest from technology to the social and political ente^rise 
of manipulating manpower ^ennett and Bird: Andtan Cvlturt Hittory, pp. tSi-i; 
Bennett tn A Rsdpproiral of Pemian AreJuuelogy, p. 6). 

* See Man Malm Himstlf, pp. tao-i. 

>• In Egypt the whole land waa owned by a tingle god incarnate. Pharaoh. In Sumer 
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that this god is represented by effective economic and political institu¬ 
tions managed by a ruling minority. 

'Conditions of life in a river valley or other oasis place in the hands of 
society an exceptional power for coercing its members; the community 
can refuse a recalcitrant access to water and can close the channels that 
irrigate his fields. . . . The social solidarity needed by irrigators can thus 
be imposed owing to the very circumstances that demand it.*’ 

It was this disciplined corporate effort, with a religious faith as its 
inspiration and with the necessary political authority and technological 
equipment at its command, that redaimed the Afrasian river basins and 
valleys for agriculture. ’Unless a markedly different rainfall and weather 
pattern could be postulated for four or five thousand B.c., which we 
doubt, extensive life in alluvial Mesopotamia would have been literally 
impossible without irrigation.’* ‘The alluvial valleys of the great rivers 
offered a more exacting environment, but also greater material rewards 
for its exploitation. In them, Copper-Age villages turned into Bronze- 
Age cities.’* ‘The food-producing revolution was perhaps the turning- 
point in the human career, but it was through the urban revolution that 
the consequences of the turn were realised.’'* The biggest and most 
difficult of the primary feats of civilization—the creation of the land of 
Sumer out of the marshes of the lower Tigris-Euphrates basin—^was 
also the earliest. Sumer was about the size of Denmark, and by about 
2500 B.c. the yield from the crops grown on these ex-marshes was 
eighty-six-fold.* The limited enterprise of creating Upper Egypt out 
of the Lower Nile valley seems to have been achieved later—possibly to 
gome extent under the stimulus of what the Sumerians had already 
accomplished.^ The reclamation of the Nile Delta—a task on the scale 
of the creation of Sumer—may have been completed only in the Age of 
the Egyptian Old Kingdom. If so, it will have l^n little earlier than the 
reclamation of the Indus valley.^ The reclamation of the marshlands in 
the basins of the East Asian rivers seems to have come decidedly later.* 

Thus the reclamation of the river valleys of Afrasia for agriculture 
was in truth a response to the challenge of the progressive desiccation 
of Afrasia in the present Post-gladal or Inter-glacial Age. The cultiva¬ 
tion of the minor oases, which had been the first response to this 
challenge, had turned out not to be enough in itself to make Afrasia 
permanently habitable by Man under post-pluvial conditions. In the 
end he was confronted with a choice between emigrating, as was done 
by the pioneers who carried agriculture from Afrasia to the ends of the 
Old World, and reclaiming the Afrasian swamps, as was done eventually 

it wai parcelled out aonong the territories of a number of independent city-sutea, and 
each ot these city-sute territories contained the estates of several gods. These Sumerian 
goda were not incarnate. ' Man Makts Hinutif, p. ray. 

s Braidwood, op. cit., p. 37. Cp. p. 39 and also p. 35: ‘Fig. 23: Physiognphical and 
rainfall map of Nuclear Western Asia, with major sites of oecurrenco of Ubaid phase 
antiquities or of msterials judged to be contemMnyy with the Ubaid phase.’ Thu was 
the phase in which the alluvium of the lower Tigris-Euphratea beatn was occupied by 
Man (ibid., p. 36). * What in History, p. 59. 

* R. Rcdhelo: The Primitive World and its Transformations, p. 6. 

* What Happened in History, pp. 89-90. • See pp. 345 '^* 

’ See p. 34 »- * See pp. 348 - 54 ' 
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by the makers of the earliest Old-World civilizations. The reclamation 
of the swamps was a permanent solution, because the new fields thus 
brought under cultivation were irrigated perennially by rivers whose 
sources rose outside the arid zone, and whose waters continually 
referdlized the soil with silt drawn by erosion from a virtually inex¬ 
haustible supply. In the reclaimed river valleys Man could be sure of 
making a livelihood so long as he continued to do organized and disci¬ 
plined hard labour. Desiccation was the challenge; die lands of Sumer 
and E^rpt were the response. But this bare statement would be a 
misleading simplification of the story. It does not become intelligible 
until we have also taken account of the primitive a^icultural societies 
that made the transition to the earliest of the civilizations from the 
latest of the Upper Palaeolithic food-gathering and hunting societies. 
Even higher Primitive Man lacked the technology, as well as the or¬ 
ganization, for coping with the jungle-swamps. Man had to put him¬ 
self through a transitional apprenticeship before he could venture on 
the enterprise of civilization. 

The intervention of this transitional stage between the primitive 
level of culture and the higher level that we call 'civilization’ is not 
peculiar to the Old World; we find the same phenomenon in the history 
of the Americas. In the present chapter all that we need to do is to 
take note of this significant fact, Iea\’ing over, for the next chapter, the 
discussion of the question whether there was or was not any diffusion 
of culture, or of elements of it, from the Old World to the Americas at 
the transitional stage or at some later one. 

In 1917 a distinguished student of Middle American archaeology, 
H. T. Spinden, threw out the idea that the Neolithic stage of Old- 
World culture had a counterpart in America in an 'Archaic’ culture 
there which had originated in Middle America and had spread thence, 
as we now know that the Neolithic culture spread from Afrasia. This 
‘Archaic’ American culture constituted a ‘platform’ on which the 
subsequent civilizations of Middle America and Peru reared themselves.* 
Willey testified in 1955* that this idea of an archaic cultural sub-stratum 
still stood, and that 'significant portions of this constant were diffused 
widely beyond the geographical boundaries of the later civilizations’. 
In some regions, e.g. Chile and Brazil, the 'Archaic’ culture—in 
Willey’s and Phillips’s transference of Spinden’s term to denote a 
transitional stage immediately preceding Spinden’s ‘Archaic’—seems 
actually to have been the earliest of any. At any rate, in these two regions 
there are no surviving traces of the ‘Early Lithic’ that corresponds in the 
Americas to the Palaeolithic stage of cxilture in the Old World.’ 

In terms of the classification of stages of culture in the Americas 

< G. R. WUlcv: *Thc Inter-reUted RIm of the Native Culture* of Middle and South 
Anterica', in Tn* Stoat^Fifth Amtiveruiry Volumt tht Arohropoiofieol Society 0/ 
Wtuhin^n^ pp. a S-at . 'ihio reference here ia to p. 30. 

> G. R. wiUey; ‘Tm Prehistoric Civiluatioos of Nuclear America*, in 7 ^ American 
Anthropologist, vol. 57, No. 3, Part i (June, 1955), pp. 571-93. The reference here is to 

p. 573 . 

* G. R. Willey sod P. Phillips: 'Method snd Theory in American Archaeology, IT, 
in The Americwi Anthropologist, vol. 57, No. 4 (August, 1955), pp. 733-8x9. The 
reference here is to p. 753. Cp. eosdem, 1958, p. 141. 
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proposed by Willey and Phillips in 1955, Spinden’s ‘Archaic’ stage was 
represented approximately by the later phase of their ‘Preforxnative’ 
stage together with their ‘Formative’ stage. In terms of the revised 
dassihcation proposed by them in 1958, it corresponds to their Forma¬ 
tive stage.* In both of their classifications the term ‘Archaic’ is used to 
describe, not Spinden’s ‘Archaic’ stage, but an earlier stage immediately 
preceding it and making the transition to it from Willey’s and Phillips’s 
‘Lithic’ stage; the ‘Archaic’ stage of culture in the Americas, in Willey’s 
and Phillips’ usage of the term, would thus appear to correspond to 
the Mesolithic stage in the Old World. It is characterized by the grind¬ 
ing and polishing of stone tools, in addition to the use of the processes 
of percussion and pressure flaking.^ In the ‘Archaic’ culture in this 
usage of the term, tools made of bone and horn and ivory were also 
important.^ Fishing and shell-hunting had made sedentary life possible,^ 
and in the Americas in this stage, as in the Old World at the correspond¬ 
ing stage, food-gathering and hunting continued to be staple occupa¬ 
tions after agriculture had emerged.’ Agriculture brought with it no 
new implements; it used those that had bran used already in a gathering 
economy.^ On the Pacific slope of Peru the earliest cultivators lived on 
the edges of the valleys,’ as in the lower Nile valley they lived on the 
bluffs and in the latei^ ravines. The Peruvian Pacific-slope rivers are, 
of course, puny compared to the Nile; but the jungle-swamps with 
which their vaUeys, too, were choked in their original state of nature 
proved a formidable obstacle here also.^ The draining and irrigation of 
the valleys themselves, as distinct from their margins, was an achieve¬ 
ment, here too, of the subsequent Age of Civilization.’ The emergence of 
agriculture, combined with stable settlement, technological specialization, 
and some degree of ceremonialism, are characteristic of the ‘Preforma- 
tive’ stage,*® or, in terms of Willey’s and Phillips’ revised classifica¬ 
tion, of the transition to the ‘Formative’ from the ‘Archaic’. At this 
transitional stage there was no functional relationship between agricul¬ 
ture and pottery,'* and in the Americas, as in the Old World, there was a 
pre-pottery stage of agricultural culture. But some cultures of the 
^Archaic’ type (in Willey’s and Phillips’s usage of the term ‘Archaic’) had 
already acquired the art of pottery-making.** It was acquired by the 
‘Preformative’ culture at Huaca Prieta, in Northern Peru, before its 
close,*’ though, in its stone-work, this culture was still primitive: it was 
ignorant of boUi grinding and pressure-flaking.** The‘Preformative’ (in 


* Willey and Phillipi, 1958, p. 105, footnote 8. 
> Willey and Phtllipa, 1955, p. 740. 


> Ibid., p. 741. 


4 IbicL < Ibid., p. 755. ‘ Ibid., p. 756. 

? Sc« G. H. S. Buahnell: Psru, p. 43: Bwnett and Bird: Andean CtdturM History, 


p. 125. 

* In the Chicama vallev, for inatance, in the Prc-agricultural Age, 'the river probably 
meandered beck and forth more freely than at present, forming lagoons and swamps 
and supported a dense undergrowth* (Bennett and Bird, op. cit., p. si8). 

* Irrigation in coastal Peru was achieved first in the narrow upper vaUeys of the 
rivers (ibid., p. 143). Eventually the flatter and broader lower valleys were mastered and 
became the centres of population (ibid., p. X57). 

IS Willey and Phillips, 1955, p. 755. 

” Ibid., p. 756. •» Ibid., p. 74X. 

IX Willey: "The Prehistoric Civilisatioos of Nuclear America’, p. 577. 

14 J. A. Mason: The Aneiont Cimiixations of Peru, pp. 31 and 33. 
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the revised terminology, ‘Late Archaic’) culture developed into the 
‘Formative’ gradually, not suddenly.* 

The picture of American fects and events, given in the preceding 
paragraph on the authority of Willey and Phillips, was still maintained 
by them, as far as I know, at the time of writing in 1959. But, as has 
been noted, Willey and Phillips had revised their terminology between 
1955 and 1958; and, already by 1955, they had, as has also been noted, 
changed the usage of the word ‘Archaic’ that had been brought into 
currency by Spinden in 1917. Since these successive changes in the 
usage of terms are both confusing and important, it may be as well to 
recapitulate them. In 1955 Willey and Phillips were already using 
‘Archaic’ as a label for a stage between their ‘Preformative’ and their 
‘Early Lithic’, instead of using it, in accordance with Spinden’s usage, to 
cover the two stages labelled by them ‘Late Preformative’ and ‘Forma¬ 
tive’. In 1958 they eliminated their previous ‘Preformative’ stage and 
distributed its plmes between ‘Formative’ and ‘Archaic’; and, in their 
present classification, Spinden's ‘Archaic’ is represented, not by their 
‘Archaic’, but by their ‘Formative’.* Their language in passages quoted 
from the joint study that they published in 1955 must be revised accord¬ 
ingly to bring it up to date, liieir 1958 classification articulates Spinden’s 
‘Archaic’ platform into two tiers: an ‘Archaic’ tier with a 'Formative' 
tier above it, and with the two classic pre-Columbian civilizations of the 
Americas springing from this upper tier. 

‘Cultures of the Formative stage occupy a geographically central posi¬ 
tion in the Western Hemisphere. They arc found throughout much of 
Middle America and most of Andean South America.’ From these areas 
they extend northward, with some lacunae, into the south-western and 
eastern United States, and in South America they run down the Cordillera 
to central Chile and eastward along the Amazon and Oxinocan drainages of 
the lowlands.’^ 

A culture of the Formative level has been identified at the mouth of the 
Amazon.’ 

This change of labels is less important, in itself, than one of the 
reasons for it. In their revised version of their study, Willey and Phillips 
classify less than before by material traits (e.g. types of tool and kinds of 
technique) and more by ways of life. They now equate their ‘Formative’ 
stage with village life and their ‘Classic’ stage with urban life. They still 
hold^ that the change from bimting and food-gathering to agriculture is 
more profound and significant than any other at any point in the whole 

< Willey and PhiUlpe, op. cJe.. 1955, pp. 755 and 765; Willey: "The Prehiatoric 
Civilizationa of Nuclear America', pp. 577^. 

> G. R. Willey and P. Phillips: Method and Theory m American Archaeology, 1958, 
p. X05, footnote 8. ‘Archaic’, as defined by these two sutborities in 1958, is ‘the sti^e of 
migratory hunting and gathering culturea cendnuing into environmental conditioos 
■pproxxmatiitf tb^ of the present' (ibid., p. X07). In the Archaic stage ‘there is iw 
ixnportant shift in ccozxomic and social panems the previous Lithic stages’ (ibid., 
p. X06). ‘Archaic’, as thus redefined, seems to correspond to the ‘Mesolithic’, not to the 
Neolithic’, of Old-World archaeology. 

* And abo, of course, in the region between, though this is XMt mentioned in the 

present passage (A. J. T.). * Willey and Phillips, X9<8. pp. X44-7. 

* Ibid., p. 180. * Ibid., p. 7». 
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series of Pre-Columbian American stages of culture. But they now also 
hold* that 'the settlement patterns, etc.—not the agriculture—are the 
effective criteria for classification’. They declare* that they 'are not 
retreating from the position that agriculture was the principal 
agent in the development of "Formative” cultures, but only from a 
rigidity that makes it the indispensable agent’. 

‘Therefore, we now define the New-World “Formative” by the presence 
of agriculture or any other subsistence economy of comparable effeedve- 
neas, and by the successful integration of su^ an economy into well- 
established, sedentary village life.’* 

In taking up this position, Willey and Phillips have Redfield’s support. 
He has noted* that ‘a sedentary life is possible to a people who know 
nothing of agriculture or animal husbandry’. 

Whatever criteria may be the most illuminating for defining the 
‘Formative’ stage of culture in the Americas, it loolu as if this stage of 
Pre-Columbian American history, as now defined, corresponds struc¬ 
turally to what happened in the Old World, in the Afrasian oases, in the 
course of the fifth and fourth millennia B.C. In the Americas there was 
nothing at this stage to compare with the enormous technological 
advances that were achieved in the Old World on the eve of the genesis 
of the earliest Old-World civilkations. Nevertheless, it is evident that in 
the Americas, as in the Old World, the dawn of civili2ation was separated 
culturally, as well as chronologically, from the end of the Palaeolithic 
Age by a transitional series of cultures. This series straddles the ‘Archaic’ 
and the ‘Formative’ stages in terms of Willey’s and Phillips’s most 
recent classification. The corresponding stages in Old-World termi¬ 
nology would be the ‘Mesolithic’, ‘NeoUthic’, and ‘Chalcolithic’. 


X. ORIGINALITY VERSUS MIMESIS 

X. STIMULUS DIFFUSION 

I HAVE noted already in this volume* that, in previous parts of this 
work, I have tended to over-simplify, and hence to exaggerate, the 
contrast between original creation and ‘mimesis’, meaning the reception 
and adoption of elements of culture that have been created elsewhere 
and have reached the recipients by a process of diffusion. In 1930, when 
I was writing volume i, the British Diffusionists, led by W. H. Perry 
and G. Elliott Smith, had just published their rather provocative works.^ 
Like many other students of human affairs, I reacted strongly against 
them.’ In the perspective given by a further thirty years of discovery and 
discussion, the general verdict now does seem to be that they pushed 
their claims on behalf of the role of diffusion to excessive leng^; and 
their particular theory that Egypt was the centre from which civilization 

' Ibid., p. 145. > Ibid., p. 146. C^. p. 308 . > Ibid., p. 146. 

* R. Reafield; Pruntlitv Worla and Its Trmsfontuoioiu, p. 5. 

* On pp. 145-8. ^ S«c tb« reference* in i. 425, footnote i. 

7 See 1. 331-3 "id 435-40. 
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was diffused all over the World has now been refuted by the apparently 
well>estabUshed discovery that civiliaation in Egypt itself was a product 
of ‘stimulus diffusion’ from Sumer. Thus my negative reaction to the 
British Diffusionists’ theory was not mistaken. But the effect on me at 
the time was certainly to make me 'lean over backwards’ in emphasizing 
the part played by original creation and therefore to under-estimate the 
role of diffusion and mimesis. I afterwards corrected this original bias 
to some extent in volume viii, in which I have dealt with two types of 
contact between societies that are each other’s contemporaries: the con¬ 
tact between a civilization and the barbarians beyond its frontiers 
(Part Vlll) and the contact between one civilization and another (Part 
IX). Nevertheless, I sdll need to reconsider the whole question in the 
light of the new knowledge and new ideas that the last thirty years have 
brought with them. 

Neither the concept of originality nor the concept of mimesis can ever 
be dispensed with in the study of human af^rs. Creation and innova¬ 
tion are realities, even if we cannot give a logical account of what we 
mean by these terms.* If they were not realities, no changes could ever 
have occurred. And, if creation and innovation are realities, every act of 
creation and innovation must have been achieved by some agent at some 
particular point of space-time. On the other hand, if diffusion and 
mimesis were not re^ties too, this again would make human history 
inexplicable. If the only possible form of human action were origin^ 
creation, a human beings whole energies would have to be taken up, 
from birth to death, in willing each pulsation of his heart and each 
inflation of his lungs. So far from this being characteristic of human 
nature, one of its distinctively human features is its capacity for learning 
and for translating what it learns into habits organized in ^ose patterns 
of relations between people that we call ‘institutions’. Besides the 
psycho-physical heritage that Man, like all other living creatures, 
transmits to his offspring automatically and involuntarily, he transmits 
a cultural heritage by the social process of teaching and learning; and it 
is this second capacity that makes and keeps Man human. G. R. Willey 
is therefore surely right in saying that ‘diffmion and independent inven¬ 
tion are, after all, polar abstractions concerning complex human events, 
and the two processes work in concert’.* Meanwhile, A. L. Kroeber has 
transformed our whole approach to the question by showing that an 
antithesis between two terms—originality and mimesis—does not 
cover all the phenomena. There is at least one more alternative, which 
Kroeber calls ‘stimulus diffusion’.* 

'Stimulus diffusion might be defined as new pattern growth initiated by 
precedent in a foreign culture. ... A goal or objective was set by some¬ 
thing previously existing in another culture; the originality was limited to 
achieving the mechanisms by which this goal could be attained.’* 

* See m . *52-4- 

> The Seventy-fyth Atmivertary Voltme 0/ the Anthropotofieol Society of Waxkiniton 
<» 955 ). P- * 9 - 

* See A. L. Kroeber: ‘Stiinulus Diffusion’, in The American Anthropologist, New 

Series, vol. 42, No. t (Jsnuerjr-Merch. 1940), republished in The Nature of Culture, 
pp.344'-57. * Kroeber, 7 %e^.i 4 .num. dt.,pp. aosnda; 7 AsA^.<^C.,pp. 357 snd 345. 
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Kroebcr demonstrates his case by bringing forward illustrations from the 
most diverse fields of human activity. Since then his new concept has 
been employed to account for the genesis of the E^ptiac Civilisation as 
a creative response to a stimulus received from the Sumeric Civilisation. 
If this explanation of the ori^ns of the Egypttac Civilization had come 
from the Assyriologists, it might perhaps have been dismissed as being 
just an amusing example of academic imperialism. But it has been put 
forward by the Epfptologists themselves, and therefore has presumably 
found favour on its merits. One of its merits is its pc^ible applicabili^ 
to other cases. In the Egyptiac case it is supported by definite archaeo¬ 
logical evidence; but, even without the support of this, it might also 
throw light on the origins of civilization in the Indus basin and in China. 
A stimulus from the Sumeric World may have struck the spark here too. 
Similarly, in the Americas, the Andean Civilization may have arisen 
through stimulus diffusion from Middle America. Kroeber’s fruitful 
idea may even eventually help to solve the hotly debated problem of 
the extent and influence of the Pre-Columbian cultural relations between 
the Americas and the Old World. 

Kroeber himself draws one conclusion that is of great importance. 
’Independent origins arc not necessarily proved because we are unable 
to prove specific connexion by specific historical documents.'* The 
hypothesis of the common psychic structure of mankind—the so-called 
uniformity of human nature—is no explanation of specific cultural 
manifestatioris.* Where strikingly similar cultural manifestations recur, 
and specially where a number of them recur in association, the pre¬ 
sumption is that there is an historical link between the several cases: 
that is to say, that one case only is original and that the rest are deriva¬ 
tive. Since it would be difficult to produce evidence that would rule out 
this possibility, the independent origin of similar cultural and social 
phenomena is difficult to establish conclusively, even in cases where all 
the positive evidence hitherto brought forward in support of the hypo¬ 
thesis of diffusion has proved unconvincing. 

2. THE GENESIS OF THE EGYPTIAC CIVILIZATION 

The style of the Egyptiac Civilization was unquestionably distinc¬ 
tive, and this in all facets of cultural and social life: art, ardiitecture, 
writing, religion, government. Yet there is convincing evidence that this 
distinctive style took shape suddenly^ under a stimulus from an alien 
style, the Sumerian, which was equally distinctive and which had taken 
shape, not suddenly, but graduaUy, in a series of stages of which the 
record has now been recovered by the progress of archaeological dis¬ 
covery in 'Iraq. The period during which the Eg5T)tiac Society was 
open to Sumeric influences was short, but it was cruci^. It not only saw 
the formation of the distinctive Egyptiac cultural style, a style that was 
to maintain itself for more than three thousand years; it ^o saw the 

* 'Stimuliu Diffusion', p. x6. Cp. W. Koppen' ‘Der Historisebe Gedsiike in Etbno- 
lofie und Prihistorie’, in Kultur vnd Spracht, pp. 15 and 33-24. 

* A. L. Kroeber: Tkt Natttrt of Cvituft, pp. 60-61. Cp. pp. 58 end 390-1. 

» Frenkfort; Tht Birth of CiviUxation in Oie Near East, p. 50. 
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reclamation of the lower Nile valley for agriculture,’ and the political 
unification of this reclaimed land of Upper Egypt with the still mostly 
unreclaimed Delta in a united kingdom. The opening of Egyptian 
hearts and minds to Sumeric influences began only towards &e end 
of the latest pre>dyaastic period, the so-called ‘Nak2da IT or ‘Gerzean’; 
and this state of receptivity came to an end soon after the establishment 
of the First Dynasty. In the meantime this exceptionally receptive mood 
had made history. 

Fields in whi<^ Sumerian influence made itself felt in Egypt during 
this formative age were the practice of sealing with engraved cylinders, 
a recessed style of brick building, a Sumerian build of ship, a number of 
artistic motifs—for instance, synunetrical patterns of fantastic animals 
—and the art of writing.* The build of slup, taken together with the 
probability that the Nile Delta remained an impassable swamp until 
far on in ^e Age of the Old Kingdom, is the most significant pointer to 
the route by which these Sumeric influences may have reached Upper 
Egypt. Tn Egypt, signs of contact with Sumer almost cease after 
Narmeris reign; and, since contact with Syria increased rather than 
diminished during the First Dynasty, it seems unlikely that the Mesopo¬ 
tamian influences reached Egypt from the North’^—though it is true 
that it is no fv cry from Byblos, on the Phoenician coast, with which 
Egypt was trading from the time of the Old Kingdom onwards, to Brak, 
on the River Kh^ur in Mesopotamia,* where a Sumeric temple had 
been founded in the Protoliterate Age of Sumeric history. Frankfort con¬ 
jectures* that the place where the Egyptians encountered the Sumeric 
Civilization may have been a common source of frankincense somewhere 
in South Arabia. 

Whatever the route, the reality of the contact seems to be indubitable. 
*The strongest evidence ... is supplied by three cylinder seals shown by 
their very material and by their designs to have l^n made in Mesopo¬ 
tamia during the second half of the Protoliterate period, but found in 
Egypt.’* ‘In view of [the] great variety of detailed resemblances, there 
can be no reasonable doubt that the earliest monumental brick architec¬ 
ture of Egypt was inspired by that of Mesopotamia, where it had a long 
previous history.*^ But the most remarkable evidence is in the field of 
writing. In Sumer the gradual evolution of the Sumeric script can be 
traced from its very beginnings,' and ‘it has been customary to postulate 
prehistoric antecedents for the Egyptian script, but this hypothesb has 
nothing in its favour*.* 

* Frankfort: Tkt Birth et CitfUaatum in (A« Ntar Eatt, p. 43. The Kit« vtUev north 
of Atyutitself wu not iohsoited prior to Nakld* 11 ' (E. J. Baumsutel: TktCuiturgtof 
Brtkutoru Btypt,p. 25). The Nakida II people were the tot to and irrigate Upper 
£STpt (ibid., p. 4^. 

* See the AoModix on 'The Influence of Mesopotamia on Ezypt towards the end of 

the Fourth Mulenoium b.c.' in H. Frankfort: Th* Birth ^ Civwxation tn ths Ntar East, 
pp. loo^it, especially the tsble on p. 109. s Ibid., p. 110. 

* This word ‘Mesopotamia’ is used here in its strict meaninc, to denote the country 

between the middle courses of the Tigris and Euphrates north-west of, and exclusive 
of, Babylonia. Frankfort uses the word to denote *Ing minus 'Iraqi Kurdistan but with 
the adtudon of the territory, euc of Euphrates, that u included in the present state of 
Syria. s Op. eit., pp. ito-ii. 

* Ibid., p. loi. 7 Ibid., p. 105. 

* Ibid., pp. 55-56. Cp.Baumgartel, op. cit.,p. 4S. * Frankfort, op. cit., p. 106. 
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*In the annals of the kingdom (which happen to survive in a version of 
the Fifth Dynasty), events are recorded only from the First Dynasty on¬ 
wards, a fact suggesting that no records of earlier times existed. . . . But 
the writing which appeared without antecedents at the beginning of the 
First Dynas^ was by no means primitive. It has, in fact, a complex 
structure. It includes three different classes of signs: ideograms, phonetic 
signs, and determinatives. This is precisely the same state of complexity 
that had been reached in Mesopotamia at an advanced stage of the Pro¬ 
toliterate period. There, however, a more primitive stage is known in the 
earliest tablets, which used only ideograms.’^ 

Frankfort reasonably concludes that the Egyptiac script cannot have 
been invented without knowledge of the Sumcric, but he hastens to 
add^ that *the Egyptians did not copy the Mesopotamian system 
slavishly; they were merely stimulated to develop a script of their own, 
once the notion that language could be rendered graplucally had been 
conveyed*. 

Baumgartel, too, points out’ that 

‘only at the end of Nakida II [the Gerzean period], shortly before the rise 
of the dynasties, do we find writing established in Egypt also [i.e. as well as 
in Sumer]. The system employed is too similar to that of die Sumerian 
script to make an independent origin likely, yet the repertory of signs is 
derived entirely from the surroundings of the Nakida II people. There is 
no evidence of a gradual development of script in Egypt, as there is in 
Mesopotamia. The system appears from the first ready-made, much the 
same as it was throughout Egyptian history.’ 

Baumgartel holds^ that ‘certain hieroglyphs originally had Semitic 
values, to which were later added the commonly used names of the 
objects represented’. Tt follows’, she concludes, ‘that the Nakfida II 
people spoke a Semitic language difiPercnt from that of the Nakida I 
people’, whose language, in her opinion, was Hamitic. As she sees it,’ 
the Nakida II people were Asiatic invaders who brought in w'ith them 
painted pottery^ and a blade technique of stone-working in place of their 
local predecessors’ bifacial technique.^ She points out t^t in Sumer the 
blade technique was the predominant one.^ Frankfort is more guarded 
in his judgement. 

‘It would [he sums up]^ be an error to see the birth of Egyptian civiliza¬ 
tion as a consequence of contact with Mesopotamia. The signs of change 
accumulating towards the end of the Predynastic Age are too numerous, 
and the outcome of the change ia too emphatically Egyptian, in its general 
character and its particulars, to allow us to speak of derivation or depend¬ 
ence. . . . We observe that Egypt, in a period of intensified creativity, 
became acquainted with the achievements of Mesopotamia; that it was 
stimulated; and that it adapted to its own rapid development such 

> Ibid., p. ie6. * Ibid., p. 107. * In op. dt., p. 48. 

* Ibid., p. 48. ’ Ibid., pp. 38-39 and ^o. 

* Accoraing to B&umgsrtd, op.eit., pp. 29 and 33, all painted potteiy, anywhere in th« 
Old Worid, Originated in Asia. 

7 Ibid., pp. 38-39. Frankfort, in op. eit, pp. 42-43, tuggnts, more cautiousb^ that, 
while the Oerscan culture included Asian dements, it was soil predominantly Aincan. 

t Baunxgand, op. cit., p. 39. * In op. cit, p. lio. 
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eluents as seemed compatible with its efforts. It mostly transformed 
lions ** rejected even these modified deriva- 

It will be seep that the role of Sumcric influence in the genesis of the 
Egyptiac Civilization, as described by Frankfort in this passage is a 
classic illustration of Kroeber’s concept of ‘stimulus diffusion’. ’ 


3. THE GENESIS OF THE INDUS CULTURE 

The archaeological record of the Indus Culture that has been re- 
wvered in our time gives the impression that this civilization, like the 
Egyptiac, made a sudden appearance in the river valley in which it 
found a home for itself. It docs not seem to have developed out of the 
Ncohmic and Chalcolithic cultures in the adjacent highlands of Eastern 
Iran. It would seem to have entered the Indus valley from elsewhere 
with Its script and its advanced technique of brick architecture readyl 
^de. On ^e analogy of what we now know about the genesis of the 
Civi^ation, one obvious hypothesis for explaining the genesis 
of the Indus Culture is that it, too, was brought to a head by the in¬ 
fluence of the Sumcric Civilization on some people who, like the 
Gerzean fo/tor NakSda II) invaders of Upper Egypt, were within 
burner s cultural range, and who, in response to this stimulus, created 
an independent civilization of their own in a new country that they 
brought into existence by reclaiming a hitherto virgin tract of jungle- 
swamp. In the case of the Indus Culture, however, we lack the archaeo- 
fogical evidence which substantiates the parallel hypothesis in the 
bgypuac caw. Above all, the Indus script still remains undedphered 
so that we do not yet know, as we do know about the Egyptiac script’ 
how It comp^ in point of structure with the Sumeric script. We do 
know that, after the establishment of the Indus Culture in the Indus 
basin about half-way through the third millennium b.c., there was 
conraeraal contact between it and the Sumeric World. Seals inscribed 
m the Indus script have been found in ‘Iraq on Sumeric sites. This 
wchaeolopcal evidence for subsequent intercourse docs not, however 
throw hght on the question whether the Sumeric Civilization exerted 
py stimulus on the Indus Culture in its formative stage. Still less does 
It throw light on the question of the region in Afrasia from which the 
lounders of the Indus Culture ori ginall y came. 


4. THE GENESIS OF CIVILIZATION IN CHINA 

country m which the bulk of the produce comes from drained and 
irngatcd land that has been redaimed from the primaeval swamps of 
grwt nver valleys, and in which the greater part of the population works 
Md lives on these reclaimed fields. Present-day China is, in economic 
tenm, virtually identical with the lower basin of the Yellow River, 
the basin of the Hwai River, the lower basin of the Yangtsc, together 
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with its upper basin in Szechwan, and the basins of the East and West 
rivers, opening on to the south-west coast. In the first volume of this 
book I assumed that, in China, history had followed the same course as 
in the other three regions, above-mentioned, in which the present-day 
basis of economic life is, as in present-day China, a system of agricul¬ 
ture based on water-control. I assumed that in China, as in these three 
other regions, the reclamation of the river-valley swamps had been the 
economic aspect of the local genesis of civilisation. I had thought of 
civilization as being a state of society in which there is a ruling minority 
that is exempt from the common tasks of food-production and techno¬ 
logy* on which the majority of the human race have hitherto had to 
spend all their working time in order to keep life going. I had supposed 
that in China, as elsewhere, this leisured class, which is the distinctive 
index of civilization,^ had been coeval with the reclamation of the 
swamps. These had been reclaimed under its direction, and at the same 
time this achievement had brought with it the surplus of food production 
which had made it possible for society to support a governing class that 
did not have to take its share in mankind’s daily work. 

This picture of the genesis of civilization in China was not my private 
fancy. It was the established doctrine of the official Chinese account of 
Chinese history that began to take shape in the time of Confucius 
{vivtbat circa 551-479 B.C.) and that finally crystallized in the hands of 
the father of Chinese history, Ssu-ma Ch’ien {vivehat circa 149- 
90 B.C.). In this tradition the reclamation of the swamps in the river 
basins of China was attributed to a legendary culture-hero, YU the 
Great. Yu was eventually taken to have been a human being who had 
founded the pre-Shang Hsia dynasty. The historicity of this dynasty 
has not been confirmed, up to date, as the historicity of the Shang 
dynasty has been, by the progress of archaeological discovery. In 
making YU the founder of the Hsia dynasty, the authors of the official 
legend were intending to imply that he was the creator of civilization 
in China. The official legend, a^er maintaining itself for not much less 
than two thousand years, has now been exploded, partly by archaeo¬ 
logical discovery and partly by a critical examination of the earliest 
surviving Chinese literature. It appears that, in the early Chou period, 
Yu was held to be, not a human being, but a god, who had made the 
earth rise above the surface of the water.* The Chinese official legend 
has now been recognized to be unhistorical. Yet the idea that the re¬ 
clamation of the swamps and the beginning of civilization in China were 
coeval, and were, in fact, simply two facets of a single event, was retained 
by as great and as recent a modem Western Sinologist as H. Masp^ro. 
It was on Maspdro’s authority* that I equated the genesis of civilization 
in China with a response to a particular physiographical challenge-— 
the challenge of the swamps —that admittedly accounts for the genesis 
of civilization in the Indus valley, Sumer, and Egj^t. 

Meanwhile, within the last thirty years, the traditional picture of the 

* See p. 378. 

* J. Needham, in a letter to me of 36tb October, I9s8. 

s See H. Maspiro: La China Antiqua (Paris 1 927, Boccard), pp. 20-36, quoted in this 
book in i. 3x8-20. 
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genesis of civilization in China, which Maspiro rationalized, has come 
under fire. It has been sug^ted that the reclamation of the river-valley 
swamps, which is the dominant factor in China’s present-day economic 
configuration, did not come at the beginning of ^e history of civiliza¬ 
tion in China but has been a gradual achievement and a comparatively 
late one. It is now suggested that the origins of civilization in China, on 
their technological and economic side, are more like its origins in 
Europe than like its origins in the valleys of the Indus, the Tigris- 
Euphrates, and the Nile. 

P. M. Roxby' has put forward the thesis that 

‘the essential geographical element in the rise of early Chinese civilization 
would seem to have been the existence of an almost continuous west-east 
belt of relatively forest-fi^ and fertile loess soil, initially favourable, in 
spite of some handicaps, which admittedly may have acted as a spur, to 
agriculmral development, and also open on its continental side to the 
entry of fresh cultural stimulus &om Western Asia.’* 

The primary loess of the western highlands has to be distinguished 
from the redeposited and reassorted loess of the eastern plains.^ The 
loess is thick in Kansu, round Lanchow, and westward along the Kansu 
corridor.^ North-westward it stops at what is now the line of the Great 
Wall,* and there is also no loess south of the Tsin-ling Range; but the 
redeposited loess does extend south-eastward into soumem Honan and 
eastward as far as Kai-fing.* There are, indeed, two belts of redeposited 
loess between the western and the Shantung highlands.’ The more 
northern part of the Eastern Plain, corresponding to the modem pro¬ 
vince of Hopeh, was originally occupied by rivers and swamps.* 'But 
the central portion of the Great Plain, lying between this Hopeh basin 
in the north and the swamps of the lower Hwai in the south, is much 
higher. It has been the scene of maximum sedimentation by the Yellow 
River where it emerges from the Tung-Kwan gorge.’* Roxby labels 
this comparatively high ground 'the Honan Water-Parting’. It closely 
coincides with the more northerly of the two bands of redeposited loess 
that extend across the Eastern Plain.** Following V. K. Ting,** Roxby 
notes** that the loess is essentially a valley-filling deposit and is not 
sufficiently hard to obstruct drainage, so ^at in the loess belt there 
cannot have been swamps of the kind that filled the alluvial plains. Ting 
maintains that the loess area has always been a semi-steppe and that 
there has never been any forestation there; and Roxby, too, holds** 
that, in Northern China, there was almost certainly no post-glacial pine- 
forest phase of the kind that impeded agriculture in Europe. 

*AJU this applies, of course, primarily to the loessial plateaux of the west, 
but in large measure also to the Honan Water-Parting extending east- 

I In The Temin of Eerly Chinese Cmlizadoa*, in Gtopr^hy, the querterty journal 
of tbe Geographical Aaaodatioii, vol. 33 (Manchester, 1938), pp. 235-36. Cp. eundem: 
'The Major Regions of China', ibid., pp. 9-14. > Ibid., p, 336. 

* Ibid., p. 3M. * Ibid., p. 337. * Ibid. 

* Ibid. f Ibid. * Ibid. 

* Ibi^ pp. 337-8. w Ibid., p. 338. 

>> In Tfu Ckmtu Sodol and Politieal SewK 4 RtvUxe, vol. 15 (1931), pp. 365-90. 

<3 In Gtogrt^hy, toI. 33, p. 338. i) I^d., p. 331. 
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wards towards the foothills of the Shanttmg highlands and particularly to 
the higher western margins of the Plain and the headwaters of the Hwai. 
This extension is postulated in the important generalisation of Dr. Ting 
that “this continuous semi-steppe stretching from the sea to Turkestan, 
free from both forest and marsh and favourable to agriculture and to 
wheeled vehicles, made early settlement and continuous diffusion of 
culture possible”/* 

The waist of the plain, between the Shansi and Shantung highlands, 
mostly consists of calcareous alluvium, alluvioloess, with only small 
patches of saline alluvium.^ 

'It is an unleached soil of great fertility, and both the re-sorting process 
of the wind and human agency can expose new surfaces, producing mudi 
the same effects as the renewed of the soil by the Nile floods. The loess in 
all its direct and indirect effects must be reckoned as a positive factor of 
the greatest importance in the environment of the Yellow River basin. In 
contrast, the non-lime-accumulating soils and the semi-tropical climate of 
the Yangtse basin were essentially favourable to marsh and forest. That 
must indeed have been real jungle, as all the references to it in the Tribute 
of YU, and the name Ch’u (meaning jungle-land) of the first important 
Chinese or semi-Chinese principality whi^ developed in it, suggest. The 
Yangtse region was very far from being “gracious” to the early cultivators. 
It required many centuries of human effort before it became the fertile 
region which it is to-day. 

The non-calcareous alluvium and rice paddy-iields of the middle and 
lower Hwai valley and the saline alluvium soils of the coastal regions 
north and south of Shantung likewise 'indicate areas of former swamp, 
and much of the saline alluvium has only recently been reclaimed and 
put under cultivation’ 

By what stages, then, did the Chinese World’s agricultural centre of 
gravity shift from the loess lands, where rainfall agriculture could be 
practised without any preliminary task of clearing forests or draining 
swamps, to the former swamp-lands in the river valleys which have been 
reclaimed at some date between the dawn of Chinese history and the 
modern age? J. Needham suggests^ that the establishment of water- 
control in China began in the Chou Age, and that the most important 
features were probably not the reclamation of swamp-land by drainage 
but rather the impounding of run-off water from hill valleys in tanks,^ 
the digging of navigation canals, and the building of dykes along the 
great rivers. Perhaps the earliest record is a reference to the irrigation of 
rice-fields in a song in the Shih Cking which may date from the eighth 
century B.c. The lust dykes along the lower course of the Yellow River 
seem to have been built during the first half of the seventh century B.c. 
by Duke Hwan of Ch’i. The earliest known irrigation tank, the AnfSng 

* Ibid., p. 328. * Ibid., p. 229. 

* Ibid. * Ibid. 

s In 2 letter to me of 36th October, 1958. 

* Needhtm mentions the tnslosy of the tanks in Ceylon. Perbsps both these and the 

timil&r works in Chins were ultunstelv inspired by the smsU-scsle irriastion works in 
the Afrssisn osses in the sge before the reclsmstion of Sumer, Eayp*) Indus 

v^ey. 
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T‘ang in the present-day province of Anhui, which eventually watered 
six millio n acrcs of land, is said to have been constructed in the sixth 
century B.c. by the government of the state of Ch*u. The Hung Kou 
(Canal of the Wild Geese), linking the Yellow River, at a point near 
Kai-f£ng, with the Pien River, may have been dug about 500 b.c. In 
483 B.c. King Fu Ch*ai of Wu dug the Han Kou canal to link the Hwai 
River with the Yangtse. In the fourth century B.c. the Chang River was 
diverted to flow into the Wei River instead of flowing into the Yellow 
River. In the third century B.c. in Szechwan an artificial arm of the River 
Min was carried through a cutting in a mountain-side to irrigate a great 
area in the Ch’ingtu plain. These notices, which I owe to Dr. Needham’s 
kindness, indicate that in China the establishment of water-control was 
a gradual process, as it may have been in Sumer and in the Nile Delta, 
in contrast to its apparently sudden establishment in Upper Egypt and 
perhaps also in the Indus vdley. This is the physiographic^ bacl^ound 
to the genesis of civilization in China. 

China has yielded relics of the late Neolithic stage of culture, but none 
of the middle or the early stage.^ The oldest Neolithic culture in China 
is the Painted Pottery CtUture. It extended as far east as Honan, and has 
been labelled with the name of a site at Yai^ Shao in that province; but 
it seems to have started earlier and lasted longer in Kansu, and its 
affinities are with Neolithic cultures in Transcaspia (at Anau), in South- 
West Asia, and in the Danube basin.^ This Yang Shao culture never 
occupied Shantung,^ and, in its lodgements in the Eastern Plain, it 
succumbed to a later and more advanced Neolithic culture, the Black 
Pottery Culture,* using the potter’s wheel, which is labelled with the 
name of a site at Ch’cng TzO Yui, east of Tsinan.® The sequence of 
archaeol^cal strata is: Yang Shao Painted Pottery Neolithic Culture, 
Ch’eng TzQ Yui {aUas Lungshan) Black Pottery Neolithic Culture, 
Shang Bronze Age Culture.^ At each stage the range of domestic 
animus increased. The Painted Pottery people had only pigs, dogs, and 
cattle; the Black Pottery people had also sheep and horses. The Shang 
had also buflfaloes and goats. The Shang had two breeds of pig, and they 
hunted many kinds of game (they were passionate hunters, m contrast to 
their NeolitUc predecessors of both phases).’ The Black Pottery Culture 
site at Ch’eng Tzd Yui was a rectangular walled city, measuring 450 by 
390 metres,* with walls of pounded earth.’ This latest Neolithic culture 
in China had in common with the succeeding Bronze-Age Shang 
Culture these pounded earth walls, tripods of die ‘li’ shape, horses, 
catdc, white pottery made of porcelain clay, and divination bones 

* H. G. Creel: Tiu Birth ^ CUno, p. 4a. 

< Roxby in loe. dt., p. 232; Li Chi: Th« Btginmngt ef Ckinex* Civiliaatian, p. 12; 
Creel, op. ch., p. 45. * Li Chi, op. cit., p. 13. 

* Ftcoeby, loc. dt., pp. 23^1 and 232. 

* Creel, op. dt., p. 4S; idem: Stu£u in Early Chm*$t Culturts, Pint ■S'mer, p. 176; 
Roxby. loc. dt., p. 231. 

2 Li Chi, op. dt, p. t4. 

y Ibid.,pp.22-23tQd23-25.Roxby, loe. eit, p. 231, sayi that cattle, uwell as horses 
and sheep, make their fint apeearaoce in China in the Black Pottery Age. ^e also 
Creel: Studits, pp. 182-3 and 189, and Tlu Birth ^ Ck^, p. 40. 

* Creel: Studus.p. 176. 

* Ibid., pp. JTT^a; Th* Birth o/Ckmo, p. 48; Roxby, op. dt., p. 231. 
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(though, in the Black Pottery Age, these were not inscribed).' The Shang 
pottery technique was a continuation of the Black Pottery technique; the 
Black Pottery Culture ‘li’-shaped tripods set the pattern for the sub¬ 
sequent Shang bronze sacrificial vessels; and Creel secs in the Black 
Pottery Culture the link between the Neolithic Age and the Bronze Age 
in China.* Moreover, the area occupied by the Shang Culture, before 
the removal of the capital to An)rang circa 1384 B.C., seems to have 
coincided with the area previously occupied by the Black Pottery 
Culture—^unlike the course of events in Afrasia, where the passage from 
Neolithic-Chalcolithic cultures to Bronze Age civilizations was accom¬ 
panied by a change of location from the oases to the river valleys. On the 
other hand, Li Chi lays stress’ on the discontinuity between the Black 
Pottery Culture and the Shang Culture. He naraes^ six features of the 
Shang Culture that were innovations: a new development of the pottery 
industry; the use of bronze for casting tools, weapons, and sacrificial 
vessels; the possession of a highly developed system of writing; chamber 
burials and human sacrifices; the use of chariots; and advanced stone 
carvings. 

In the Shang script and the Shang bronze technique we are confronted 
with the same puzzle as at the geneses of the Egyptian Civilization and 
the Indus Culture. These acUevements burst upon us fuU-blown. 
Each of them must have had a long back-history.* The Shang style, 
like the Egyptian and Indus styles, is quite distinctive; yet, in the 
light of what we know about the genesis of the Egyptian Civilization, we 
can guess that the Shang Culture may have come to birth under the 
stimulus of some older culture whose influence we caiuiot detect because 
it inspired the fathers of the Shang Culture, not to imitate it, but to 
make something original of their own. 'Certainly the superlative tech¬ 
nique of Shang bronze-casting must have represented the end point of 
a course of evolution, from the first discovery of the process, requiring 
many centuries, if not millennia.’^ The tin content of Shang bronze 
amounts to 17 per cent.^ As for the script, it was not crude or primitive.^ 
No traces of primitive Chinese writing have been recovered up to date.^ 
‘ Every important principle of the formation of modem Chinese characters 
was already in use.*'^ It is now possible to read most of the characters in 
any oracle-bone inscription, and to date a large proportion of them with 
a margin of error of only a few decades.’* Greatprogress was made during 
the 300 years during which we can follow the development of the script 
on the Shang oracle bones.’* Conventionalized ideograms predominate; 
and, though some characters are borrowed for phonetic use, the Chinese 
scribes, like their Sumeric and Egyptiac predecessors, held back from 
going over to a completely phonetic system of writing.” 

How are we to account for the genesis of civilization in China in the 
form of the Shang Culture ? Was it an independent local development 

> Creel: Tht Bhth oj China, p. 50. Cp. StudUt, p. tpx. 

> Th» Birth of China, p. 50; Studits, pp. X9»-t. * In op. dt., p. 15. 

* Ibid. < Li Chi, op. cit., pp. i6>-i7; Roxby, loc. ctt., p. 330. 

* Creel: StudiM, p. 2ai[^. t C. S. Coon-. Th* History of Man, p. 

* Creel: The Birth of China, p. 159. * Creel: Studies, p. 34. 

•• Creel: The Birth ^ Chuna, p. 160. •» Creel: Studies, p. 10. 

» Ibid., p. 39. ** Creel: The Birth of Chista, p. 159: Studies, p. 39. 
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out of the Neolithic Black Pottery Culture, which was, itself, apparently, 
less dependent on western influences than the older Neolithic Painted 
Pottery Culture? Braidwood considers* it to be non-proven that 
civilization in Eastern Asia is an independent development. Then was 
the Shang Culture imported, ready-made, by invaders from abroad? 
If it was, was it brought in from the west or from the south, or partly 
from each of these two quarters ? Or was it a local creation imder inspira¬ 
tion from outside? These several possible explanations are not mutually 
exclusive, and perhaps the truth is to be found in a combination of them. 

Rice seems to have been cultivated in Northern Honan as early as the 
Painted Pottery phase of the Neolithic Age, though at this stage without 
being accompanied by the buflfalo.* Rice cultivation implies irrigation. 
It also implies an origin in the south.^ According to C^n,^ there is a 
consensus among botanists that rice, both wet and dry, was first cul¬ 
tivated somewhere in the tropical monsoon forests, and he raises the 
question whether the invention of agriculture in South China and South- 
!^t Asia may not have been independent of its invention in Afrasia.^ 
Rice, as well as wheat and millet, was cultivated by the Shang people in 
the Anyang period.^ They also l^d the water bufl^o, though it was less 
common than ordinary cattle.^ The additional breed of pig possessed by 
the Shang people, sus vittatus, was also of southern origin, in contrast to 
the origin^ Chinese pig, which came from the north.^ The Shang 
people’s cowrie shells and pottery must also have come from the south.* 
Moreover, the nearest sources ox tin for Shang bronze, with its high tin 
content, were in Yunnan and Malaya.*® 

It thus looks as if elements of culture had seeped into the birth-place 
of the Neolithic and Bronze-Age cultures of China, on the Honan 
Water-Parting, from the south as well as from the west, and this from 
the begiiming of the local Neolithic Age, some time in the third mil¬ 
lennium B.c. This southern source of culture in Northern China is 
mysterious in the present state of our knowledge. It is easy to see how 
cultural influences origiiuting in Afrasia could have reached China from 
the north-west. But, to the south and south-west, the nearest centre 
of civilization to North China was the Indus valley, and the obstacles to 
the radiation of culture from there to China by an all-tropical route, 
south of the Tibetan plateau, were enormous. South-East Asia was one 
of the latest parts of the Old World to be brought within the OikoumenS. 
The ci\iIizations of India and China did not m^e contact in that quarter 
till the second century of the Christian Era, about 250 years later than the 
date of their earliest meeting via the steppes and oases of Central Asia. 
The southern provenance of important elements in the civilization of 
China seems to be unquestionable, but it presents us with a baffling 
problem. 

> R. J. Braidwood: Th* Ntar Bast and tht Foundatiom Civilisation, pp. a-3. 

> Li Chi, op. cit., p. 35: Creel; SUidUt, p. 175. 

> Creel: T/u Birth crfCmna, p. $t. 

* Op. cit.. p. 333. > Ibid., pp. end 320. 

» Raxhf, loc. cii., p. 23^ 

2 Creel: Tht Birth oj Cmna, p. 80; Stumer, p. 251. 

* Creel: Tht Birih ij China, p. 78; Coon, op. ch., p. 331. 

* Coon, ibid. <• Coon, op. cit., p. 330. 
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5, THE GENESIS OF THE ANDEAN CIVILIZATION 

The style of the Andean Civilization—if we use the word ‘style’ in the 
broadest sense to cover cultural activities of all kinds—is as distinctive as 
the style of the Egyptiac Civilization. Yet in this case, as in that, the 
archaeological evidence suggests that this distinctive civilization came to 
birth under the stimulus of a different, and equally distinctive, civiliza¬ 
tion with whose domain it was not immediately contiguous, though the 
domains of both civilizations were contained in one geographically con¬ 
tinuous Oihowneni in which the intervening regions were at a transi¬ 
tional stage of culture. In the Americas the civilization that played the 
role of the Sumeric civilization in the Old World was the Middle 
American Civilization, and the transitional culture that was the Middle 
American and Andean civilizations’ common platform—from which 
they rose like two peaks'—was the one that Spinden labelled ‘Archaic’ 
and that Willey and Phillips now label ‘Formative’. 

The evidence linking Middle America and Peru is in the sphere of 
culture contact, not of style;* and ‘the story is obviously not one of 
diffusion alone’.^ 

‘In style and patterning the arts and institutions of the two areas are 
quite distinct. This distinctiveness is more pronounced in the Classic and 
Postclaasic cultures than in those of the Formative. There is liule question 
but what styles and patterns resulted from local creativeness and inventive¬ 
ness in each area and within smaller regions of each area.’* 

There is no good evidence of diffusion between Middle America 
and Peru before about 1000 b.c.;* but it does seem to have oc¬ 
curred during the last millennium B.C.* During this period the main 
movement seems to have been from north to south, considering that the 
Formative cultures arose earlier in Middle America than in Peru^ and 
that the development of culture at the southern end of the Pacific coast 
of Peru lagged several centuries behind its development at the northern 
end.* The most convincing single proof of Middle America’s priority is 
to be found in the history of the diffusion of maize, which eventually 
became the staple crop of all agricultural societies in America living in 
climatic and physiographical conditions that allowed of maize being 
cultivated. It may be true that pre-maize root-crop horticulture was 

I A. L. Kroeber, quoted by G. R. Willey in ‘The Intermediate Area of Nuclear 
America: Its Prehistoric Relstionships to Middle Americs and Peru', a paper read to the 
Thirty-Third International Conaresa of Amcriauusts, held at San Jo^ Costa Rica, in 
July, 1958: Aclca del XXXIII Congrttto Inttmacional dt Amtrieamtutt, toI. i (San 
Josd, Costa Rica, i^ 9 )> PP- 

* G. R. Willey; ‘The Prehistonc Civiliaadona of Nuclear America’, in The Ammum 

Anthropologist, vol. 57. No. 3, Part x CJunc, t 955 )> PP- 57 t*Sl 3 > The present reference U 
to p. cso. * Ibid., p. ^8. * Ibid., p. 589. * Ibid., p. 581. 

* G. R. Willey: 'Estimated Correladons and Oatine of South and Central American 
Culture Sequences', in Amtriean Antupdty, vol. 33, No. 4 (April, 1958), pp. 353-78. 
The present reference is to p. 358. 

7 Willey: ‘The Intermediate Area’, p. 7. According to Willey and Phillips, 1958, the 
carbon-24 test has given 1359^150 B.C. as the date for the Early Zacatanco culture in 
the vidley of Mesuco, and 7 I 4 :£ 30 OB.c. for the coastal Chavln culture in North-Western 
Peru. I Willey: ‘Esdmsted Correladons’, p. 356. 
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invented in Peru, at the north-western end of the Peruvian coast;' but 
‘sedentary agriculture-based village life and well-developed ceramics 
have been dated back to 1500 b.c. in Middle America... and cultivated 
maize is considerably earUer than this’.* Willey and Phillips raise the 
question: ‘Was the challenge of unfavourable environment a significant 
factor in the development of early maize culture ? The earliest known 
Preformative* developments are in semi-arid regions.’^ According to 
J. A. Mason, the carbon-i4 test dates maize found in Bat Cave, New 
Mexico, to as early as 3650 B.c., with a margin of error of^zqo years. 
And maize poUen found in the valley of Mexico, 200 feet below the 
surface, must be at least 60,000 years old.* The domestication of maize 
was taking place in San Agostin, in West Central New Mexico, by about 
3000 B.c.® It was being ctStivated in Middle America by 2500 B.c.’ But 
maize docs not appear in Peru—not even in Northern Peru—till after 
the end of the Huaca Prieta Age, that is to say till after about 1250 b.c.^ 
In Northern Peru in the Vird valley the carbon-14 indicates that 
plain pottery came in about 1200 B.c. and maize perhaps not till about 
848 B.C.’ or perhaps even not till about 715 B.C., which appears to be the 
carbon-i4-te8t mean date for the Cupisnique phase of North Peruvian 
coastal culture.'® 

Maize cultivation and the art of pottery are not the only elements of 
culture that appear to have been diffused from Middle America to the 
Andean World during the last millennium B.c. The idea of the platform 
mound seems to have been diffused in this direction between 1000 and 
500 B.c." Rocker-stamped decoration of pottery appears in Mexico circa 
xooo-500 B.c. and in North-West Peru rirrayooB.c." Rocker-stamped 
decoration and the platform mound and maize appear in North-West 
Peru simultaneously.'* The difhision of ‘resist-dye’ painting is another 
example.'* In gener^, during the last millenniumB.c., there seems to have 


1 Willey: 'Eicimated Correlstioat’j p. 37a; 'The Intemedute Area', p. 7. According 
to J. A. Mason: 7^ Aneimt Ctotiiaanopn 9} Ptru, p. 30, more than a hundred food plants 
were cultivated in the Americas and more than thirty of these in Peru. Cp. G. n. S. 
Bushnell: Pent, p. 36. A list of pre*Columbian domesticated plants in the Andean high¬ 
lands is given by w. C. Bennett and J. R. Bird in Andtan Ca/rur« Hiitory, pp. 30-31. 
These two authoritiea claim, ibid., p. 39, that the cultivatioo of the potato, coca, quinoa, 
and oca originated in the Andean area. 



carbon-t4 date of the maize in Bat Cave as area 3300 B.& (The Interrelated Rise of 
the Native Cultures of Middle and South America', p. 33}. 

* Willey and Phillipt, 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11' (1955}, 

PP> 75 ^* 6. Coon, The ef Men, p. 353, gives the date as 5000 B.C. 

f Willey: The PrehUtoric Civilizatioru of Nuaear America', p. 581. 

I Mason, op. eit., pp. 31 and 35. Cp. W. C. Bennett and J. R. Bud: Andean Ctdture 
History, p, 130. 

* G. R. Willey: Prehistorie Settlement Patterru in the Vini Valley, Pent, p. 34. 

*• Willey: The Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America', p. 581. Onp, 577, ibid-, 
Willey dates the bq^ning of the Cupisnique phsM eirea jooe B.C. BuahneU, Peru, 


Interrelated Rbe of the Native pultures of Mid^e and South Arnerica', pp. 36-37. 
ts Willey: ‘The InteirelatedRiseof the Native Culmrea of Middle and South America’, 
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‘The Prehiitoric Civilizatioru of Nuclear America', pp. 583-4. 


Ibid., p. 44. 
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been a diffusion of the Middle American Formative stage culture of 
Tiatilco, on the Mexican plateau near the present-day Mexico City, to 
Chavin, in the north-western highlands of the Andean World,* as well as 
to the north-west coast of Peru in the Cupisnique (Coas^ Chavln) 
phase of culture there. There are geographical links between Tiatilco 
and Chavfn in Honduras at Playa de los Muertos in the Ulua Valley and 
on the Babahoyo River in coastal Ecuador.* Among the features shared 
with the Tiatilco culture by the Chavln and Cupisnique cultures, WUIey 
mentions* (in addition to ^e rocker-stamped decoration) incised colour 
zones in pottery decoration, stirrup-spouted vessels, pottery stamps, 
whistling jars, the jaguar motif, and a concept of dualism. On the other 
hand, there is no parallel in the Tiatilco culture to the massive buildings 
at Chavfn, and none in the ChaWn culture to the Tiatilco culture’s 
pottery figurines.^ 

The technique of making hgurines in moulds seems to have spread 
from the Teotihuacdn Classic culture of Middle America to the Andean 
World early in the first millennium of the Christian Era.* Willey con¬ 
jectures^ that the mould technique may have travelled by sea from 
Middle America to Ecuador. And it seems certain that a sea-passage, 
based on ports on the north-west coast of Ecuador, was at least one of 
the routes by which metallurgy was diffused to Middle America from 
the Andean World.’ 

6. WHAT WBRB THE EXTENT AND THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PRE¬ 
COLUMBIAN CULTURAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE OLD WORLD 
AND THE AMERICAS? 

It seems certain that the first human occupants of the Americas came, 
like their successors, from the Old World, and that this happened at what 
is a relatively late date in the time-scale of Old-World human history. In 
the Americas no trace has been found of anthropoid apes, and none of 
any kinds of hominid other than homo sapiens} The predominant type of 

« G. H. S. BiuhneU: Peru, pp. S»-S3. * Ibid., p. 5j. 

> In The InterreUted Rise of we Nttive Cultures of Middle ind South ^^nencs* 
p. 35: snd in 'The Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America', p. f6i. 

* Suthnell, op. cit., p-53- * Willey: 'The Intermediate Ares', p. 9. 

* In The Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America’, pp. 5^3-^ 

? Willey, op. cit., p. 584. According to Willey, The loterrelatM Rise of the Native 
Cultures ol Middle and ^uth America’, p, 41, ‘American metallursical techniquea vrere 
Jirst developed in South America.' Gold work is found in North-West Peru (in the 
Lambayeque valley) as early as the Costtal Chavfn horizon, copper work in the Gallt- 
nazo period, i.e. the transition from the Formative to the Classic. Metal was fust used 
for weapons and tools in North-West Peru in the Mochica period (ibid., p. 41). Bronze 
was invented in the south-east highlands of the Andean World in the classic Tishuanaco 
period, and was eventually diffused to Ecuador by the Incas (ibid., p. 4Z). Copper tMls 
had been in use in Ecuador as early at the Mochica period of Norm-West Peru (ibid., 
p. 4a). On the odter hand, in the Maya cultural province of Middle America metal 
objects were not in circulation before the Late Classic period, drea A.D. 900-1000, and 
then only as foreqpi imports (ibid., p. 4a). Copper tools seem to have come to the south- 
u*cst coast of Mexico in the Late Postclsssic period direct by sea from Ecuador, and 
^uadorian mariners seem to have been the middlemen between the Andean World and 
Middle America (ibid., pp. 43-43). According to Wil!^, The Prehistoric Civiliaationa 
of Nuclear America’, p. 584, mendlurgy arrived in Middle America from the Andean 
World within the last five centuries before the Spanish conquest; according to C. S. 
Coon, The History of Mast, pp. 345-6, it arrived only within the last three centuries 
before that date. * J. A. Mason: The Ancient CnnHeationt of Peru, p. ao. 
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pre-Col\imbian homo sapiens in the Americas is Proto-Mongoloid, but 
the oldest skulls found in the Americas are dolichocephalic, of an 
Australoid-Melanesoid type.‘ These various pre-Columbian representa¬ 
tives of homo sapiens entered the Americas via Alaska, during the latest 
(so far) of the glaciations. In that age, sea-level may have been 300 feet 
lower than it is now. The present Behring Straits will have been an 
isthmus. And the geological evidence indicates that this isthmus and the 
Mackenzie River basin were unglaciated at the time.* ‘Early migration 
southward from Alaska was maiidy in the intermontane and High Plains 
“corridors” on either side of the Rocky Mountains.'* Along the Pacific 
coast of North America remains dating back to the ‘Lithic’ Age are 
relatively rare.* They are also rare in Peru and Bolivia.* In South 
America ‘Lithic* remains are concentrated in temperate and arid areas— 
perhaps because these provided better hunting.^ The earliest human 
entrants into the Americas from the Old World brought their Old- 
World Palaeolithic tools with them. The carbon-14 test gives an antiquity 
of 9,000 years to a pair of sandals found in a cave in Oregon, and an 
antiquity of 8,639 ^c>r the human occupation of a cave near the 
southern tip of ^uth America.’ On the High Plains of central and 
southern North America the date of ‘Early Lithic’ (i.e. late Pleistocene 
and early Post-Pleistocene) remains is circa 800^4000 B.C.* ‘Early 
Lithic’ remains astride the Straits of Magellan are dated, by the carbon- 
14 test, 6688 B.C., with a margin of error of ±450 years.’ Willey and 
Phillips date the Lithic Age in the Americascfrea20000-5000B.c.^’‘By 
5000 B.c. or before, Man had found his way over most of the New 
World.*'* In fact, as C. S. Coon puts it,'* a single migration across the 
Behring Straits in the Fourth Glacial Age suffices to explain the human 
occupation of all the Americas except the Eskimo region by about 
5000 B.c. 

This first chapter of the history of Man in the Americas is not contro¬ 
versial. The controversies arise over the question of later contacts, and 
the related question whether such contacts, if they occurred, were made 
by sea across the breadth of the Pacific Ocean and whether, if so, the 
traffic was one-way or was reciprocal. 

Braidwood holds'* that civilization has arisen independently in two 
places: the Tigris-Euphrates basin and the New World. Kroeber, too, 
judges'^ that, 

‘all in air the Americas* ‘culture has evidently both developed and crystal¬ 
lised independently of that of the [Old-World] Oikoumenf. The New 
World possesses its own heartland of civilization, stretching from Central 

* I. A. Mason: Th» Ancient CioiliMatims 0/ Peru, pp. >5-17. * Ibid., p. 25. 

» Willey and Phillips: Mtthod and Theory in Amencan Archaeology (1958), p. 90. 

* Ibid., p. 96. _ > Ibid., p. X02. * Ibid., p. 103. 

r Mason, op. cit., p. at. Willey, however, dates the earliest human occu5>ation o£ 
South America as late as 7500-S000 b.c. in *The Interrelated Rise of the Native Cultures 
of Middle and South America , p. 43. 

* Willey and Phillips: ‘Metbw and Theory 

^VUley and Phillips (1958), p. aox. 

** Ibid. In The History of Man, p. 352. 

u R. J. Braidwood: The Near East and the Fottndationt tf CiviHiation, p. t. 

In The Nature of Cvlture, p. 394. 


in American Archaeology, 11' (1955), 
« Ibid., pp. 737^. 
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Mexico to somewhat beyond Peru. The axis of this cultural Nuclear 
America is oriented without reference to that of the ancient Oikottmenf. 
It is both well separated from it and pointed in a different direction.* 

In Kroeber’s view* the histories of the Old-World civUixations and 
the Ncw-World civilizations ‘are not, as far as we can see, parts of a 
single plot. Resemblance are either analogies instead of homologies; or, 
where they are the latter, they are also di^ecta membra* Willey, too, holds* 
that Nuclear America, to the best of our knowledge, 'stands clearly 
apart and essentially independent from the comparable culture core of 
the Old World*. Nuclear America and the Old-World OiMoumend are 
parallel cniltural structures. 'Within each, diverse civilizations (or styles) 
have sprung up as unique re-workings of a common cultural content 
held within the OihoumenS*^ As Krocber secs it,* the independence of 
the Pre-Columbian American civilizations is made probable by the 
absence, in them, of iron, wheels, ploughs, the usual grains and domestic 
animals, stringed instruments, ordeals, and proverbs. In plough-agri- 
culture Kroeber sees* a specific cultural pattern, which is unUkely to 
have been invented more than once. He does not feel the same about 
agriculture itself, and he points out that the pattern of agriculture in the 
/^ericas and in the Old World is not the same. Kroeberis view on this 
point is shared by J. A. Mason. More than a hundred food plants. 
Mason notes,^ were cultivated in the Americas, and, 

'of these, only very few, such as gourds, cotton, sweet potatoes, possibly 
plantains, peanuts, and coconuts, have close enough relatives in the Old 
World to suggest importation (and the sweet potato almost certainly was 
of American origin); the great majority have no foreign congeners, but 
rather close wild relatives in America.* 

That bronze should have been invented twice over—once in Sumer 
and then independently in the Andean highlands—is surprising, if true. 
Kroeber submits^ that, all the same, it seems probable that bronze was 
invented independently in the New World when one takes into con¬ 
sideration all the associated data, such as the shapes and uses of the 
objects made of it. He notes* that the Sumerians and the Chinese used 
their bronze for making swords and ritual vessels and that the Andeans 
did not. 

Neither Kroeber nor Willey seeks to deny that there was some diffu¬ 
sion of elements of culture from the Old World to the Americas in the 
Post-Palaeolithic Age. Willey states his position as follows 

‘I am unconvinced of the linkages of style, in art and architecture, 
which have been advanced (Heine-Geldem and Eckholm 1951; Eckholm 
1953)- On the other hand, certain technical inventions, modes, or complex 
features do argue for pre-Columbian contact.’ 

t Ibid. * *The Prehistoric Civilizstiont of Nuclear America’, p. 571. 

> Ibid. * lo op. cit., p. 60. 

t Ibid., p. or. 

* In The Ancient CiviliMCtimt ^ Peru, p. 30. 

’Ibid^p.60. • Ibid., p. 91- 

* In ’The Prehistoric Civilizatiotts of Nuclear America*, p. 585. 
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‘The Early Lithic and Archaic reflect a general situation of marginal 
dependence on the Old World/* Willey and Phillips consider* the 
possibility that the ‘Archaic’ culture of the Americas may have been 
derived from Northern Eurasia. The culture of the north-west coast of 
North America appears to be ‘Archaic’ in all its phases;’ and here 
‘Asiatic and possibly Oceanic influences played a more decisive role than 
those from more southerly parts of the North American continent’ 
Kroeber notes* that northern North America has received by import 
from Asia a number of non-mutually related items: e.g. the composite 
bow, slat-armour, conical tents, scapulomancy, bear rituals, the shaman- 
istic tambourine drum, the magic flight story, and so on. But, in his 
view,® this indicates that North America was not a passage-^A^ay for 
historic continuity between the Old-World Oikoum^ and Nuclear 
America. North Anerica has not played the transmissional role that has 
been played by Turkestan. The same point is made in another form by 
Willey and Phillips.’’ As they put it, the fact of diffusion ‘does not deny 
that ^e cultures of human societies are integrated functioning wholes 
rather than random assemblages of elements, but it does negate the 
theory that such cultures, or institutions within cultures, are necessarily 
transmitted as integrated wholes’. 

Willey and Phillips also insist® that the independence of the pre- 
Columbian American civilizations increased pari passu with their de¬ 
velopment. 

‘With the Preformativc®... we begin to reckon with elements that have 
no spectfle Old-World parallels.... Asiatic influences may have continued 
to Alter through from the North, or directly across the Pacifle, but these 
influences were never again paramount except on the periphery of the 
North American continent. L.eavirtg aside the important but unresolved 
question of whether or not trans-Pa^c influences were signifleant forces 
in the rise of American agricultural civilizations, there can be no doubt 
that the Nuclear American centers (Middle America to Peru) were cul¬ 
turally dominant in the later stages of New World development.’ 

These general considerations, put forward by Kroeber, Willey, and 
Phillips, seem decisive. They hold good in the face of evidence that par¬ 
ticular elements of culture were diffused from the Old World to the 
Americas and also, in a much smaller number of instances, in the 
opposite direction. The evidence cited for these cultural contacts and 
interchanges looks as if it were very uneven in value. There are sweeping 
dogmatic assertions that can be discounted, but there are also well- 
attested facts that cannot be explained away, and some of these are 
enigmas in our present state of knowledge. The difficulty of the problem 

> Willey end Phillipe; ‘Method and Theo^ in American ArchaeoI(^. IP (1955), 
p. 794. » Ibid., p. 744. * Ibid., pp. 7SO-X. * Ibid., p. 751. 

* In Tk€ Naturt^ Culturt, p. 394. S Ibid. 

^ 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, II‘ (1955), pp. 729-30. 

* Ibid., p. 7^ 

* i.e. Late Archaic and Early Formative, in Willey's and Phillips's own revised 
terminology (A. J. T.). 

Willey is sceptical about the possibility of identical culture traits having been in¬ 
troduced sepirit^ into Middle America and into Peru by diffusion acroes ue Pacific 
('The Prehistoric CiviUxatieris of Nuclear America', p. 580). 
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has been accentuated by the results of the application of the carbon*i4 
test in the field of Pre-Columbian American archaeology. This has con¬ 
sistently set back the dates of the earlier phases of Pre-Columbian 
American history as compared with the previous datings obtained by 
dead-reckoning on the basis of estimates of the time required for the 
depositing of such-and-such a thickness of stratum of human rehise. The 
results of the carbon-14 test may be surprising, and they are subject to 
many possibilities of error, so t^t they have to be accepted with some 
reserve unless and until we obtain a large enough number of them to be 
able to arrive at a statistical average. On the other hand, datings based 
on a supposed correlation between thickness of deposit and passage of 
time are incurably subjective. 

When we have reduced the alleged correspondences between par¬ 
ticular Old-World and New-World culture elements to a minimum, 
what remains is still impressive. 

The greatest puzzle of all is presented by the history of cotton. The 
earliest knowm Old-World cotton fabrics come, it is said,’ from Mohenjo- 
daro. According to Kroeber,* cotton originated in India and spread from 
there till, in the end, it largely replaced wool in 'Iraq, linen in Egypt and 
Europe, hemp in China and Japan. Tts abundant growth and use in 
Peru precedes that in either China or the West.’ 

‘It has been established that the cultivated New-World cottons resulted 
from the hybridisation of Old-World cotton and a wild American cotton 
plant,’ probably gossypium raimondii of Peru.’^ 

And it is the unanimous conclusion of botanists ‘that Old-World cotton 
could have been introduced into America only by human agency’.’ 

‘Aboriginal American cultivated cotton has recently been indicated to 
the satisfaction of botanists to be a hybrid between Asiatic cultivated and 
American wild cotton. Cotton was present in the lowest agricultural, pre¬ 
ceramic horizons of coastal Peru. Carriage by human hands across the 
Pacific at this early period would appear to be the only explanation.*’ 

The carbon-14 of pre-maize and 

pre-pottery, but not pre-cotton, stage of culture in Peru to 2550--1250 
B.C.’ According to R. Heinc-Gcldcm,* J. R. Bird found crude cotton 
textiles at the pre-ceramic site of Huaca Prieta, in North-West Peru, 
which he dates circa 2575-2370 b.c. by the carbon-14 test. In fact, by 
2500 B.c. cotton was being cultivated in both the Indus valley and Peru.’ 

At Huaca Prieta at this period a species of gourd was being cultivated 
that was practically identical with one cultivated in Polynesia.” Accord¬ 
ing to Coon,” gourds were originally domesticated in Africa or India. 

* R. Heine-Geldern; 'Some Problems of Migration in the Pacific’, in Kultur md 

Spracht (Vienna i«», Herold), p. 346. * Th* Naturt of CiUtvrt, p. 388. 

1 According to Coon: Tho of Man, p. 355, cultivated American cotton has 

thirteen Urge chromocomes, like wild American cotton, and also thirteen small chromo¬ 
somes, like 00th wild and cultivated Indian cotton. 

* Heine-Geldem. ibid., p. 346. ’ Heine-Geldem, ibid. 

’ Mason, op. cit., p. 34; cp. p. 33. See alao G. H. S. Bushnell: Pent, p. 36. 

» Mason, op. cit, p. 31. • In loc. cit, pp. 34^-7» 

* Coon: Tat History of Man, pp. 304-5. 

Mason, op. cit, pp. 33-33. ” In op. cit, p. 354. 
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CcK)n concludes* that, if cotton and gourds were brought to America 
by human agency, this roust have been the work of Neoli&ic navigators. 
This is as much as to say that the evidence forces upon us a reductio ad 
absurdum. But so incredible a conclusion is surely not necessary. If there 
is a possibility that the archaeologically well attested influence of the 
Suroeric Civilization on the late predynastic culture of Upper Egypt 
towards the end of the fourth millenniuro B.c. was diffused by sea via the 
Indian Ocean, it b perhaps just conceivable that Sumerian or Indian 
navigators may have found ^eir way across the Pacific (no doubt un¬ 
intentionally and accidentally) 500 or 1,000 years later. In any case the 
carriers cannot have been ^e Micronesbns or the Polynesians. The 
carboQ-14 test dates the first human occupation of Western Micronesia 
between 1727 and 1327 B.c., the occupation of the Marianas circa 1500 
B.C., and the occupation of Hawaii circa a.d. 825-1125.^ Yet 

'While it b certain that the Polynesians did not carry the cultivated 
cotton plant from the Old World to America, it b equally certain that it 
was American cultivated cotton which subsequently was introduced into 
the Polynesian islands.’’ 

The sweet potato abo seems to have come to Polynesia from America 
before the arrival of European mariners in the Pacific. It was found 
already being cultivated in Polynesia by the eighteenth-century Euro¬ 
pean explorers.^ It was found in Easter Island, Hawaii, and New Zea¬ 
land,’ and in both Easter Island and New 2 ^and there were a great 
number of varieties. The name by which it b known in Polynesia also 
points to a South American origin. In the Quechua language of the 
Andean World the sweet potato b called kumar, komal, kumal. It is 
called kumara in New Zealand, Raratonga, the Tuomotos, Mangareva, 
Easter Island; xmara or umaa in Tahiti; kxmala in Tonga; *umala in 
Samoa; uala or utoala in Hawaii; kumaa in the Marquesas; ku'a*ra in 
Mangaia.^ 

The question whether the mariners who brought the sweet potato 
and cotton from America to Polynesia were Americans or Polynesians is 
one that is notoriously still in dbpute. Homell stresses the efficiency that 
had been attained in the technique of shipbuilding in both Polynesia 
and South America before the advent of the Europeans. In Polynesia 
'double canoes of large carrying capacity were possessed by the people 
of e^'e^y principal bland group’.’ In a.d. 1526 Pizarro’s pilot Bartolomeo 
Ruiz captured, en route between the Istlunus of Panamd and Peru, a 
thirty-ton bal^ raft with bipod masts (like Burman and Indonesian 
boats), cotton sails, and hennequen rigging.’ Mason holds^ that the 

* la op. dt., p. 

* A. Snan: Awwtt Voyagm in tfu Pacific, pp. 84 and leo. 

> Hetn«-Geldem Jbid^ p. 347. 

* R. B. Dixon; ‘The Problem of the Sweet Potato in Polyneaia', in The American 

AnOtr^oiagist. New Series, vol. 34,No. x Oanuary-March, 193a), p.40. Cp. J. Homell: 
'Waa tbere pre-Columbian Contact between the People of ana South America ?’ 

in The yovntai the Polyneeian Society, vol. s^iyfeUiDgtOD, N.Z., 1945), pp. 186-7. 

» Dixon in loc. cit., p. 44; Coon, op. ctt., p. 357. 

* Homell. ibid., p. 175. Cp. Maion, op. dt., p. 33; A. Sharp: Ancient Voyagers in the 

Pacific, p. 87. 7 Homell in loc. cit., p. 169. 

* Ibid., p. 179. * la op. dt., p. ai. 


ORIGINALITY VERSUS MIMESIS 363 

elements of culture shared by the American societies with Polynesia, 
Melanesia, and South-East Asia are too many, and the correspondences 
too close, to be dismissed as being accidental coincidences. At the same 
time he points out that 'Polynesians did not reach Easter Island before 
the fourteenth century a.d.’, and that there is no evidence that they had 
any predecessors who were their equals in navigational skill.’ He also 
notes that there is no trace of any infusion of Polynesian blood in the 
Pre-Columbian population of the Americas.^ Indeed, as we have seen, 
chronology rules out the possibility that the Polynesians can have played 
any appreciable part in conveying elements of Old-World culture to the 
Americas, even if we accept Hornell's thesis^ that the Polynesians made 
systematic long-distance voyag^ of exploration. But account should 
also be taken of A. Sharp’s thesis that there were no deliberate voyages, 
even between Eastern and Western Polynesia;* that ‘all these separate 
worlds were settled by one-way voyages of isolated canoes';’ and that 
‘no accounts of deliberate two-way contact have been found' 

A number of miscellaneous culture elements common to the Old 
World and the Americas have been noticed. H. G. Creel, for instance, 
notices that a particular make of stone knife, which is characteristic of 
the Shang Culture in China, as well as the composite bow and the 
sleeved coat, has a circum-polar diffusion, and that the knife is found in 
the New World as far afield as South America.'^ He draws attention to 
the affinity between the art of the Shang and that of the Pre-Columbian 
peoples along the north-w’est coast of North America.* In particular he 
mentions the motif of bisected animals, joined only at the nose.’ Willey 
notes that the rocker-stamped decoration, which was eventually diffused 
to Peru from Mexico,” had previously been diffused to Mexico from 
North-East Asia.” Masonnotes^that'on thecoastof Chile characteristic 
stone implements have been found that must have come from Easter 
Island’. The pan-pipes in use in early China and in Peru are identical 
in detail.” The chewing of betel nut in Malaya, Indonesia, and the 
Pacific has its counterpart in the chewing of coca in the Andean World, 
and in both cases the drug is chewed with an admixture of lime.’* Bark 
cloth and feather mosaics were manufactured on both sides of the 
Pacific by identical processes. ” Weaving was done by the same processes, 
including methods of keeping part of 5 ie fabric untouched by the dye 
(the *rcsist-dye’ process).” Heine-Gcldcrn’s list” of culture elements 
common to Ae Old World and the Americas includes the eire perdue 
process of casting metal; the use of tin; the colouring of gold by chemical 
processes; methods of weaving; tic-dyeing (i.e. ‘resist-dyeing’); batik; 


) In op. cit., p. ]68. 

* Ibid., p. 78. 
See p. 356. 

>' G. R. 'i^^ey'r'The Interrelited RUe of the Native Culturea of Middle and South 
America’, p.^5; idem: The Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America’, p. 585. 


* Ibid., p. 33. * Ibid^ p. 35. 

* A. Sharp: Ancient Voyagert in the Pacific, p. X3. 

* Ibid., p. 30. 

7 Creel: pp. 173-4 Bicth of China, p. 97. 

S Studict, p. 249. _ Studies, p. 348. 


In op. cit., pp. 24-35. 

>4 Ibid., pp. 24-35 and 143. 
ts Ibid., pp. 34-35. 

In Diogenes, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), pp. 91-93. 


Ibid., pp. 24-25 and 231. 
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the parasol as an emblem of royalty; the ball-game;' the symbolization 
of the points of the compass by colours—and these the same colours on 
both sides of the Pacific. Another list of Heine-Geldem’s* is longer. 

‘To mention only a few out of many items of Asiatic cultural elements 
we find in Peru: Highly characteristic art motifs of the Late Chou period 
of China in the Chavin culture; an Asiatic form of the loom; gauze weav¬ 
ing and other Asiatic weaving techniques; the lost-wax (cire perdue) 
process of metal-casting; cormorant fishmg; metal mirrors; star-shaped 
clubs (found also in Eastern Asia); the use of the throne, the litter, and 
the umbrella as insignia of rank and royalty, the umbrella being of a very 
unusual type, known only from Peru and from China, where it appears 
already in the second century a.d.’ 

So long as Heine-Geldem is dealing in terms of particular elements of 
culture, he is on uncontroversial ground in so far as he can bring for¬ 
ward convincing evidence that the elements that he pronounces to be 
identical really are so. Mason and Willey and Kroeber agree that a 
number of elements were diffused from the Old World to the Americas, 
and a smaller number in the opposite direction. Such facts, when 
demonstrated, have to be accepted, even though the dates and circum¬ 
stances and agencies of the transmission remain obscure. But Heine- 
Geldem plunges into deeper waters when he suggests that the whole 
configuration of an Old-World culture made its way into the Americas 
complete. In another context^ he maintains that the motifs of Andean 
sculpture of the Chavfn horizon echo those of the Chinese sculpture of 
the eighth century B.C., and that the motifs of the Andean Salinar 
culture echo those of the Chinese culture of the seventh and sixth 
centuries b.c.^ He holds that the infiuence of the subsequent Dong-son 
culture of North-Eastern Indochina was still more potent in the 
Americas from Panami to Northern Chile and North-Western Argen¬ 
tina—especially in metallurgical designs and processes.^ As for the 
Taj(n culture of Eastern Mexico, he writes* that ^one would be justified 
in speaking of a local variant of the Chinese art of the seventh to the 
fourth centuries B.c.\ He suggests^ that the Hindu-Buddhist culture of 
South-East Asia infiuenced xhc architecture, art, symbols, cosmological 
ideas, institutions, insignia, and games of Toddle America—especially 
in its Olm^ca and Maya cultural provinces—in the seventh to tenth 
centuries a.d. And he concludes^ that 

‘the processes involved in the formation of the Mcso-American and 
Andean civilizations can be compared to those which resulted in the 
Hinduisation of South-East Asia*. 

This daring parallel surely refutes itself. The Indian origin of the 
culture that was diffused over South-East Asia in and after the early 
centuries of the Christian Era is attested, not only by styles of art and 
architecture and by forms of social organization and government, but by 

' Also mentioned bjr Willey in *Tbe Interrelated Rite of the Native Cultures of 
Middle and South America’, pp. ap-Jt. • In Kultur und p. 346. 

a DiMenet, No. 13 (Spriss, ipsO* * cit, p. 93. 

» Ibid., p. 93. ‘ Ibid., p. 94. 7 Ibid., p. 
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the introduction of Indian scripts and Indian literary languages; and 
this latter evidence would remain uncontrovertible, even if it were to be 
argued that the attribution of the new styles of South-East Asian art to 
an Indian origin is, by its very nature, subjective and therefore dis¬ 
putable. 

During the span of perhaps ten or twelve thousand years that inter¬ 
vened between the arrival of Palaeolithic Man in the Americas via 
Alaska and the eventual arrival of Modern Western Man there via the 
Atlantic, there is evidence that particular elements of culture made their 
way, by whatever routes, to the Americas from the Old World. But the 
thesis that the same transit was made by complete configurations of 
culture seems to go far beyond the attested facts. If this fmding is the 
right one, the pre-Columbian civilizations of the Americas must be 
regarded as having been original creations of the descendants of those 
representatives of homo sapiens who had entered the Americas from the 
Old World in the last phase of the Palaeolithic Age. ‘Almost every 
element of culture in the New World can be explained on the basis of a 
purely local growth.’* 


XL THE CONFIGURATION OF MIDDLE 
AMERICAN AND ANDEAN HISTORY 

P RE-COLUMBIAN American archaeology has made enormous 
advances since the years i927-‘33, when I was planning the first ten 
volumes of this book and writing the first three. But the effect on the 
pictures of Andean history and of Middle American history has not been 
the same. The general configuration of Andean history remains much 
what it was, in spite of the filUng in of details and the lengthening of the 
chronological vista.* On the other hand the general configuration of 
Middle American history has been transformed out of all recognition. 

In the late nineteen-twenties the picture of Middle American history 
was dominated by the Maya Classic Civilization in the tropical lowlands 
of Northern Guatemala and in the Mexican territories adjoining it on 
the north-west (as, in the same years, the picture of Pre-Hellenic Aegean 
history was dominated by the Minoan Civilization of Crete). The 
Olmeca cultural province of Middle America, in the tropical lowlands 
along the Atlantic coast of Mexico south of Vera Cruz, was still quite 
out of the picture, though subsequent archaeological discoveries here 
have led one school of archaeologists to see in the Olm^ca province the 

* C. S. Coon: Tlu History of Man, p. 351. 

* Th« vista of both Andean and Middle American history has been lengthened partly 
by new discoveriea, and partly by the redatiog of already known artefacts by the carbon* 
14 test. This test seems, more or less consistently, to give dates that are earlier than those 
previously messed, by dead reckoning backwaras from the advent of the Spaniards, on 
the basis of estimates of the time that would have been taken to lay down such and such 
a thickness of debris. This conversion of strata into time-spans is, of course, highly 
conjecturd. On the ocher hand, the carbon-ia test’s margin of error is also high, \mless 
and until a great enough number of tests nave been made to produce a statistical 
average. 
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birthpla^ of the whole Middle American Civilization.* Agdn, the cul¬ 
tural province on the plateau, including the Valley of Mexico, and the 
cultural province in Yucatan, did not, in the nineteen-twenties, enter 
into the picture until after the mysterious abandonment of the Classic 
Maya sites. Archaeologists accepted the tradition presented in the 
Yucatec Mayan codices and in the information gathered by the earliest 
Spanish inquirers. And this tradition was that the Mayan civilization in 
Yucatan was started there by migrants from the already abandoned 
Classic sites to the south and south-west. As for the plateau, history here 
began, in the nineteen-twenties, with the arrival of the Toltccs from the 
north. The civilization of the Classic stage and age at Teotihuacdn was 
still below the archaeological horizon, though the pyramids of the Sun 
and Moon had been towering into the sky ever since the days of their 
Classic builders. 

Using, as I did, an Hellenic model to interpret the histories of non- 
Hellenic civilizations, I concluded, from the picture presented by the 
archaeologists at the time, that in Middle America there had been two 
generations of civilizations. The first generation had been represented 
by the Maya Classic Civilization of the tropical lowlands; and, when 
this had mysteriously come to an end, it had been followed by two new 
civilizations that were affiliated to it in the sense in which the Western and 
Byzantine civilizations w'cre affiliated to the Hellenic. One of these two 
affiliated civilizations of the second generation in Middle America was 
that of the Postclassic Maya, followed byToltec, immigrants into Yucatan; 
the other was that of the T oltecs and their Aztec successors on the plateau. 

Thirty years' progress in Middle American archaeology has effaced 
the picture on which this construction of mine was based. The Middle 
American World now appears as a geographical unity with much the 
same area from beginning to end. The tropical lowland Maya region, in 
which the Maya Classic Civilization rose and fell, turns out to be only 
one Middle American cultural province out of hve; and the conquest of 
the tropical forest here for civilization turns out to be a relatively late 
event in the long course of Middle American history. The Middle 
American Civilization had almost as old a footing in Yucatan as in 
the forested lowlands farther south, and perhaps an older footing on the 
highlands of Southern Guatemala, on the Mexican plateau, and in the 
'Olm^ca' cultural province in the tropical lowlands round Vera Cruz.* 

In the light of this new knowledge I now have to abandon my previous 
construction of three distinct civilizations in the Middle American 
cultural area, and to think in terms of a single civilization here, as in the 
Andean World. 

One general effect of the progress of archaeological discovery in both 
these Pre-Coltimbian American worlds has, indeed, been to bring out 
points of resemblance between the cultural configurations and the 
histories of their respective civilizations, and at die same time to bring 

* G. R. Willey and P. PhiI1i{M suggest, with greeter caudon, that the Middle American 
Clauie CivUiaadoQ mav have start^ slightly eariier in the Olm^ cultural province 
than elsewhere (Mtthod and Theory in Amtnean ArehatoUigy (1958), p. 185). 

* See G. R. Willey: *Tbe Intemlated Rise of the Nao^ Cultures of Middle and 
South America’, p. 39. 
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out points of difference between their respective styles. Though there is, 
as we have seen,* good archaeological evidence for the diffusion of 
elements of culture from Middle America to North-West Peru at a 
time when the Andean World was still in the late ‘Archaic’ (ex-*Pre- 
lormative’) stage of culture, the style of each of the two civiliaations is 

S uite distinctive and the most string likenesses between them are in 
leir total cultural configuration.* Moreover, though the diffusion of 
culture elements between these two worlds occurred at least twice—first 
during the late 'Archaic’ (cx-'Preformative’) stage of Andean history and 
again during the last few centuries before the Spanish conquest—the 
two worlds were not, and never became, geographically contiguous with 
each other. From first to last they were separated by a region in South- 
Eastern Central America and North-Western South America, extending 
from the present-day Honduras and Salvador to the present-day 
Colombia and highland Ecuador, which kept in step with them only as 
far as the ‘Formative’ stage* of culture and fell out of the running when 
Middle America and the Andean World each went on to rise to the 
Classic level.* This makes the similarities between the configurations of 
the two Pre-Columbian American civilizations all the more remarkable. 
These similarities are both geographical and historical. 

Geographically, each of these two worlds consisted of a number of 
distinct cultural provinces, in each of which a common civilization was 
given a particular local colour.* In either world these different provinces 
were always in communication with each other. In general the more 

* WilSy: ^“fii^Prthatoric CivUitidoni of Nuclear America’, p. 586. 

* See Willey: ‘The Interrelated Rite of the Native Culturee of Middle and South 
America’, p. 38' eundem: ‘The Intermediate Area of Nuclear America', p. xi; Willey 
and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, II’ (x^S)> p- 77 ^: 
eosdem, 1958, to. i7i74. Honduras and Salvador never rose to the Ctusic level. 
Nicara^a and Cotta Rica, too, did not rise above Formative^ though their relations 
with Middle America were with Middle American lite Classic and Pottclassic. The 
cultures of PanamS never rose above Formative, though they were late. Nor did the cul¬ 
tures of the Colombian and Ecuadorian highlands. Even in the southernmost of the ten 
intermont basins of highland Ecuador, civiluation was not very old C. Bennett and 
J. R. Bird: Andean Culture Hittery, p. 84). In both Ecuador and Colombia, Pre-Inca 
culture was pluralistic and was quite distinct from the culture of the central Andean 
region (ibid., p. 86). ‘Ecuador has little stone-carving (except in Manabi), a weak develop¬ 
ment of architecture and little use of atone buildings, only slight development of terracing 
and irrigation systema, and little use of the llama. Lackmg are highly concentrated 
poputationa, large ceremonial centers (except potaibly on the coast), cities, snd wide 
politicBl integration’ (D. Collier, in W. C. Bennett [ed.]: A Reappraisal of Peruvian 
Arehaeolofff, pp. 85-80). The relative cultural backwardness of even the southern end of 
highland l^ador is not surprising, considering the foimidablenesa of the physical 
bamer separating the Ecuadorian highlands from the crtdle of the Andean Civilixadon 
in Peru. Cajamarca in Peru is insulated from Loja in Ecuador by 400 kilometres of 
rough, forest-covered mountains (W. C. Bennett in op. cit., p. 3^ Moreover, in the 
Nor^cm Andes, including the North Peruvian highlands, there is a double rainy 
season. This enables a rain-forest to occupy the zone between the io,oee-feet contour 
tine and the snow-line; and this excludes llamas and alpaeas (ibid., p. 3; W._ C. Bennett 
and J. R. Bird: Andean Culture History, p. 16). On the other hand, the Ecuadorian coast did 
rise to the Classic and Postclassic levels. AtManu, forinsunce, there was a true Poatclaasic 
urban centre (Willey and Phillips; ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeolo^, 11 ’ 
(J>? 5 S)» PP- 77*~45 eosdem, 1958, p. tyj). Willey and Phillips (i 95 S« PP* 775 788) 

raue the question whether the Ecuadorian coast may perhaps have risen, at one move, 
from Formative to Pottclassic as a result of trading with Poatclaasic coastal Peru. 

* ‘The Classic stage in the New World is limited to Middle America and the central 
Andes’ (Willey and rhilHps, 1958, p. 183). 

» Willey and Phillips: 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11 ’ (i 955 )> P* 78 ®* 
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active the communication between the provinces the higher rose the 
level of the civilization as a whole. In the Middle American World there 
were five provinces: the Olm&a region along the Atlantic coast south of 
Vera Cruz; the Valley of Mexico; Oaxica; the Guatemalan highlands; 
and the tropical lowl^ds (Pet6n, the Usumacinta River valley, and the 
Motagua lUver valley in Guatemala).* In Peru there were only two 
major provinces: the lowlands along the Pacific coast and the highlands 
overhanging them.* But within each of these there were sharply defined 
subdivisions. In the coastal lowlands in the earlier stages of Andean 
history almost every river valley, how'cver small—and, in all, there arc 
about twenty-five of these*—developed the (x>mmon civilization on dis¬ 
tinctive lines of its own. The stretches of desert between the ribbons of 
green were barriers to intercourse that were not easily or quickly over¬ 
come. In the highlands there were six subdivisions: the Cajamarca basin; 
the Callejdn de Huaylas; a portion of the Montaro River valley; the 
Cuzco basin; the plateau north-west of Lake Titicaca, in what is now 
Peru; and the plateau south-east of the lake, in what is now Bolivia.* 

‘Two fundamental forces were at woric in [the] Classic cultures [of 
Middle America]. Intercommunication existed among them and was an 
important factor in their growth. They profited from being a part of a 
larger community of ideas than did the varioiu cultures of the Middle 
American Formative. ... The intertwining of the many varied [regional] 
strands produced the Classic.^ . . . Regionalism persisted, but it was a 
r^onalism in ^hich the various Classic cultures had assimilated sufficient 
from each other so that all drew upon a common fund of great depth and 
richness. . . . Yet this intercommunication and interchange were by no 
means all-embracing. Technologies, elements, things—these were ex¬ 
changed, but complete idea systems remained regiondised.** 

There was inter-regional interaction in Peru as well.^ In fact, in both 
worlds there was a combination of active inter-regional trade with 
regional ethnocentrism.* In Peru, horizon styles—i.e. styles transcending 
the provincial and sub-divisional boundaries—are mu^ more frequent 
than they are in Middle America.* The count of them in Peru runs to 
five*® or six.** 

* Willev and PMlipa: 'Method and Theory in American Archaeoloffy, IT (1955}. 
p. 779: iiaem, 1958, p. 1S4. 

> Willey: *The Prehistoric CivilizttioDa of Nuclear America', p. 577. 

> W. C. Bennett and J. R. Bird: Andtan Cultun History, p. 9^ 

* Ibid., pp. 97-99; Barnett in Jieo^msalofPmsvutnArehciotogyf pp. 4-5; G. H. S. 
Bushnell: Peru, p. 14. The eastern cordulera of Bolivia did not come vnttun the Peruvian 
cultural area {Andtan Culture History, 0,99; A Res^praisat of Perusnan Archaeology, p. 4), 

> 'Individually, these strands would have supported nothing of greater moment than 

a exUture like the Mtssissippian of the eastern United States, with its temple mounds, or 
the Cocl4 culture of PanamA, with its Sne pottery and metal craft. Together, they emerge 
as Middle American Civiliaation' (Willey and Phillips, 1958, p. 152). The failure of the 
Fonnetive-stage cultures of the aouth-westem UnitM States to rise to the Classic level, 
notwithstanding the early date of the raaise found in Bat Cave, is perhaps to ^ explained 
by the lack, here, of the stimulus of intercourse between different cultural provinces 

(ibid., p. 155). 

* WtUey and PhiUtpe: 'Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11' (2955), 
p. 780; see also p. 767. Cp. eosdem, 2958, pp. 251 and 187. 

’ lidera, 2955. P- 775- • Ibid., p. 779. 

* Willey: ‘The Prehatorie Civilisations of Nuclear America’, p. 577. 

Willey in A Reeppraital ^ Pervoian Archaeology, p. 9. 

Bennett and Bird: Andean CWfur* HisUrry, pp. ic^to. 
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‘The two configurations of culture-growth are not only similar but 
synchronous’—and this over a period of 2,000 years.* 

‘The carbon-14 dates tend to make the ftill flowering of Meso-American 
and Andean cultures in general coeval, the [Meso-American] Early 
Classic contemporaneous with Nazca “A", and the Late Classic with 
Nazca “B”, Mochica, and Classic Tiahuanaco.’* 


Coon notes’ that the American civilizations resemble those Old-World 
civilizations that grew up gradually (c.g. the Sumeric Civilization), not 
those that were transformed by sudden impacts from outside (e.g. the 
Egyptiac Civilization). This makes it difficult to delimit the phases of the 
two Pre-Columbian American civilizations precisely; but most archaeo¬ 
logists now seem to find in both worlds an identical series of four phases: 
Archaic (ex-‘Pre-Formativc’); Formative; Classic; and Postdassic.^ 

In tlie Formative period there is, as we have seen, linkage, as well as 
synchronidty, betw'cen Middle America and Peru.* ‘The Peruvian 
Formative has a closer configurational resemblance to the Middle 
American Late Formative.’* In Middle America the Formative begins 
in the second millennium B.C., and in Peru soon after.’ The Chavfn 
horizon in the Andean World was contemporary with the Olm^ca 
horizon in Middle America and is to some extent parallel with it. Both 
horizons were expansive.* The feline motif appears in the artistic ex¬ 
pression of Olm^ca as well as Chavfn religion.^ The Formative styles of 
Middle America and Peru were more like each other, besides being each 
internally more homogeneous, than the subsequent Classic styles.** 

‘The subsequent Classic civilizations of Middle America—Lowland 
and Highland Maya, Monte Albdn, T^fn, Teotihuacin—all drew upon 
this Formative period art and intellectual achievement. It is as though, 
from Late Formative times forward, Middle American societies were 
participating not only in common technical traditions but in an ideational 
heritage.’" 


In the Peruvian Classic, on the other hand, regional differences 
crystallized into what amounted to distinctive civilizations.** 

< Wt]l«y: ‘The Prehistoric Civiliurioos of Nuclear America', p. 588. 

* R. Wauchope; 'Inmticatioiu of Radiocarbon Dates from Middle and South 
America*, in rublication No. x8 (1954). p. 25. of the Middle American Research Institute 
of Tulane University, New Orleans. 

> In Tht Histon 0/ Man, p. 353. 

* See Wiil^: * 1 he Prehistoric Civilisations of Nuclear America', pp. 573 and 577. 

s Willey: “The Intermediate Area of Nuclear America*, p. a. 

^ Willey: The Prehistoric Civilizations of Nuclear America*, p. 586. 

f Willey and Phillipe: ‘Method and Theory in American Anriiaeoloffy, 11’ (195^), 
p. 763. Cp. eosdem, 1958, p. 147. Here, on the basis of carbon-X4 testa, more precise 
dates are given: 1359^350 B.c. for Middle American Formative. 7X4±2oo B.c. for 
Peruvian. 

* Willey: ‘The Prehistoric Civilizarions of Nuclear America*, p. 386; idem: The 
Intermediate Area of Nuclear America*, p. xo. 

V Wauchope, loc. cit., p. 32. 

x« Willey and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, II (t9S5). 
p. 788. 

« Willey: The Intermediate Area of Nuclear Amenca . p. 10. 

«* Willey and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, H’ (1955), 
p. 782. 
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The Classic is easy to identify and even to date,* but it is difficult to 
define. Its criteria are qualitative and relative: aesthetic excellence, re¬ 
ligious climax, general florescence,* and differentiation between the 
cultures of the different provinces of each of the two worlds.^ The 
Middle American and Peruvian Classic cultures were approximately 
contemporary.* But in the Classic Age the two civilizations diverged,* to 
reconverge in the Postclassic.® In the Classic period the differences were, 
indeed, sharp. Metallurgy was by then already common in the Andean 
World but was still rare in Middle America. There was already irriga¬ 
tion in coastal Peru, but not yet in Middle America. There was already 
organized warfare and conquest in North-West Peru,’ but not yet in 
Middle America. On the other hand, in the Andean World there was no 
calendar and no system of writing.* 

The Classic Age ended in catastrophe, apparently in most cases in the 
form of war, though war does not seem to account for the abandonment 
of the lowland Maya Classic sites that had been won with such labour 
from the tropical forest.® 


I On the north-west coMt of Peru, Foxmttive tumi into Clu«ic during the GeUinezo 
Mriod. Gftlhntzo III mey rank h beii^ Cbasic (WUIn end PhUUpt, 1958. p. 177). 
Certen-t4 test* heve pushed the beginning of Peruvien Clustc beck towurds the be^n- 
ning of the Christun Ere end have nude it epproximetely contemponiy trith the begin¬ 
ning of Middle Amerieen Cteetic (ibid., p. t^h Thie burins circa A.D. 300. or a6o yeare 
cerlter eecording to Spinden'e chronology. The carbon-14 te*ts eupport Spinden’e 
eyttem (ibid., pp. 184-5). 

* WiUey end Phillipi: 'Method end Theory in Americen Archaeology, IT (1955), 

**’Vaiey and Phillips, 1958, p. 191. These two authorities also observe (ibid., p. x8z) 
that 'the Clattic stage in native New World cultures rrurks the beginning of urbanism', 
and that this ‘overrides in importance* the criteria listed by them in 1955. There is 
material evidence for urbanism at Teotihuecin in its Cleeeic Age and in coastal North- 
West Peru in the Gsllinezo III period. But they admit that 'in other cases ... of which 
the Classic Maya of the Petto lowlands is a prime example, urban dwelling clusters are 
cither lacking or undiscovered'. And the case of the Maya Classic Civilization compels 
them (ibid., p. 183, footnote s) to emphasise ‘the functions], rather than the purely 
forms], defimtion of urbanism.... The crucial factor', they here suggest, 'is the number 
of people who could be drawn upon sod organised in the interests of the society and 
the culture. Mara society undoubtedly drew upon and coordinated the energies of a 
great many people.’ The words ‘Maya society' this context preaumebly mean a direct¬ 
ing minority 01 the participants in the society. This minwity will have had the leisure 
to direct because it will have been exempt from tpeadiz^ its time and energy on day-to- 
day economic tasks. This brings ui back to my auggestion, on p. zyS, that the presence 
of a leisured minority is a more accurate end illumineting criterion of civilization than 
urbanism is. 

* Willey and Phillips: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, II' (1955), 
p. 7 t2. 

i The Middle American and Andean cmlizadons were more different from each other 
in the ClsMtc Age than cither before or after (Willey and Phillips, 1958, p. loz). 

* Willey and rhillips: 'Method and Theoiy in American Archaeology, II' (1955), 
pp. 783-4- 

7 ‘Mochica represenutive art is a tettiinomal to warfare’ (WiUey: ‘The Prehistoric 
CivUizstiont of Nuclear America’, p. 579). 'Miliesnsm seems to have been a force in old 
Peruvian society from an early time. In this . . . Peru differs from Middle Amenca' 
(WiUey and Phillips. 19^8, p. i^)- 

* WiUey: ‘The Ptehutonc Civilizations of Nuclear America', p. 587; Willey and 
Philip: ‘Method and Theory in American Archaeology, 11' (1955), p. 783. 

a 'There is atill no agreement about the answer to tnu baffling question. 

Some scholars have sought to account for the abandonment of the ceremonial centres 
by the hypothesis of a loss of faith, amoi^ the peasantry, in the efficacy of the priests' 
burdensome prescripdont for bringing rain to tnake the crops grow. Tnis hypotnesis is 
advocated by, for example, S. F. de Borhegyi, "The Development of Folk ana Complex 
Cultures in the Southern Maya Ares’, in AmtrieoH Antiquity, vol. xxi. No. 4, pp. 343- 
56. De Borhegyi maintains (imd., pp. 343-4) that there is arch^logkal evidence for the 
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‘The carbon-14 dating of previous periods and the known dates of the 
proto-historic horizon tend to indicate that socio-political upheavals fol¬ 
lowed the full flowering of high culture in both Middle and South Amenca 
at about the same time/' 


In Middle America one of the most striking piccw of evidence for this is 
the apparently violent destruction of Classic Teotihuacin. In the Andean 
World the corresponding symptom is the sudden, and apparently 
violent and catastrophic, expansion of the Tiahuandco horizon from the 
south-easternmost subdivision of the highland province over most, 
though not the whole, of the rest of the Andean World*—perhaps via a 
secondary centre of diffusion at Huari (Wari) in the Mantaro River 
basin, in the highlands farther north-westwards.* The Tiahuanacoid is 
comparable to the previous Chavinoid and to the later Inca horizon. Yet 
‘the Tiahuanico influence, while strong, was not an engulfing or per¬ 
manent one’.* In the highlands the TiahuanAco style had less mfluen^ in 
the almost adjacent Cuzco district than anywhere else in Peru.* Along 
the coast the Huari-Tiahuanico influence swamped the South-East (the 
Nazea sub-division),* but north-westward it spread as far as Chicama 
only, not to Lambayeque, and it was soon thrown off by Moche.’ 

The salient features of the Postclassic Age in both worlds were mili¬ 
tarization, secularization, urbanism,* standardization, and mass produc- 
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tion.* Postclassic militarism developed more abruptly in Middle America 
than in Peru.* In Peru it ww intensified in this age, but there it had 
already been asserting itself, not merely since the Cla^ic,’ but since the 
Late Formative.* In the Postclassic age the imposition of ways of life by 
military conquest was a common phenomenon.* There were ‘wide¬ 
spread movements of peoples and idea systems throughout each of the 
two major areas’.* Successive waves of ‘Chichimec’ barbarians from the 
north descended on Middle America. The Toltec \vave penetrated not 
only eastwards into Yucatan but also southwards into the Guatemalan 
highlands.^ The following Aatec wave was flooding still more widely 
when it was suddenly broken by the Spanish conquest. In the Andean 
World there is no evident that the w'ave of violent disturbance repre¬ 
sented by the spread of the Tiahuanico horizon took the form of military 
conquest resulting in the establishment of an empire.* On the other 
hand the subsequent Inca horizon is known, from historical records, to 
be the archaeological imprint of an Andean universal state that was 
established by force of arms. In both worlds in the Postclassic Age the 
tendency towards standardization and mass-production was accom¬ 
panied by a decline in the level of art.* 

‘The native city of the New-World Postclassic had large population 
aggregates, was the economic (and probably social, political, and re¬ 
ligious) hub for outlying popuktions, maintained complex and diverse 
divisions of labor among its citizens, and was a sort of politico-religious 
power.’** 

In Peru the Postclassic cities, unlike the Classic, had a planned layout, 
especially those along the north-west coast." In Postdassic Middle 
America there were two series of dries: in the first series, Tula on the 
plateau and Chichi Itzi in Yucatan; in the second series, Tenochtitlan 
in the Valley of Mexico, Mitla in the Oaxica cultural province, Tzint- 
zuntzan in Tarasco, west of the Valley of Mexico, Totonacan Cempoala 
in Vera Cruz, Mayapan in Yucatan.** Tenochtitlan had 60,000 inhabi¬ 
tants. These received their supplies by water transport, and part of their 
food was grown on floating gardens." Neither Mayapan nor Chich^n 
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Itzi could compare with Tenochtitlan, and ‘we can conclude that urban* 
isation was decidedly less successful in the Maya lowlands than in the 
Valley of Mexico’.* 

In coastal Peru, at any rate, the advances in technology during the 
Formative and Classic periods that made it possible to irrigate and culti* 
vate entire valleys, instead of just their fringes,* were accompanied by 
increases in population, concentrations of political power, and an ex¬ 
acerbation of warfare and class-divisions. ‘Gallinazo is the first Vini 
period at which we can say, for certain, that there was both large-scale 
irri^tion and extensive wall construction.’* And irrigation implies 
political unification of the valley from at least as early as Lite Gallinazo.* 
In the Vird Valley in the Classic period (labelled in this valley ‘Late 
Gallinazo’) there were settlements ^ over the valley; ‘both the castillos 
and the big pyramids represent millions of man-hours of labor’; and the 
irrigated area was 40 per cent, as large again as it ts at the present day.* 
In the Andean World there was a sharp increase in the size of the states, 
and consequent diminution in their number, during the second phase 
of the Postclassic period, which occupied the last four and a half 
centuries, according to the carbon-ia dating, or the last one and a half, 
according to the shorter reckoning,^ before the political unification of 
the whole Andean World in the Inca universal state. In this age the 
whole series of valleys from the north-western to the south-eastern end 
of the Peruvian coast was divided politically between no more than four 
states, with formidable fortresses guarding their frontiers. The Chimu 
Empire, with its capital at Chanchdn, laid out on a rectangular plan 
covering eight, or even eleven, square miles, ruled from the Lambayeque 
Valley to the Casma Valley. The Cuismancu Empire, with its capital at 
Cajamarquilla, held the Chancay, Lurfn, and Rimac valleys; south¬ 
east of this lay the relatively sm^ Chuquimancu state. The south- 
easternmost of the four coastal states was the Chincha Empire, which 
held the Chincha, Pisco, Ica, and Nazea valleys.^ If we translate Andean 
history into terms of Hellenic history and equate the Inca Empire with 
the Roman Empire, the Pre-Inca regional empires along the coast will 
correspond to the empires established by Alexander’s successors which 
were eventually extin^ished by Roman conquest. The Incas may have 
borrowed mu^ of their imperial organization and institutions from 
Chimd,* as the Romans certainly did borrow much of theirs from the 
Post-Alexandrine Hellenic monarchies. 

The Inca conquest of the Andean World was sudden and rapid. 
According to the chronology now in favour, it was accomplished be¬ 
tween the years 1438 and 1493, and within the last thirty of those years 
(1463-93) the area of the Inca Empire was increased by 1,000 per cent.* 
Thus the Andean universal state had been in existence for only about 
forty years by the time of its sudden overthrow by the Spaniards. Yet it 

> Itdem. 1958, p. 190. < Seep. 341, footnotes 7, 8, 9. 

> G. R. Willey: 'Prehistoric Settlement Patterns in the ViiU valley, Peru’, p. 362. 

* Ibid., p. tSt. * Ibid., p. 393. * Masoi^op. cie., p. 96. 
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* Bushnell, op. cic., p. 106. 
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left an impress on the Andean World which even the Spaniards could 
not efface. The Inca Empire had its counterpart in Middle America in 
the universal state that the Aztecs were in process of establishing when 
the arrival of the Spaniards cut this short. At the time of the Spaniards* 
arrival in Middle America, not only the little state of TIaxcila, to the 
cast of TenochtiUan, but the great state of Tarasco, to the west of it, was 
still holding out The Aztecs were more atrocious than the Incas, and 
the resistance to their empire-building was correspondingly more stub¬ 
born. Moreover, even as far as they had gone in building their empire up, 
they had established nothii^ like the Inca Import Government’s 
centralized control over economic and social life. In Middle America 
under the Aztec regime, the artisans and merchants were still largely 
independent forces in society.' 

Nevertheless, the general resemblance between the configurations of 
Middle American and Andean history is striking. And there is also a 
notable resemblance between the histories of these two pre-Columbian 
American civilizations and those of a number of civilizations in the Old 
World. Down to the point where the histories of Middle America and 
the Andean World are cut short by the Spanish conquest, their pattern 
is recognizably similar to the patterns of Sumeric, Hellenic, and Sinic 
history. The pre-Columbian American pattern resembles the Sumeric 
pattern, in particular, in the gradual rise of civilization out of a pre- 
dvilizational stage of culture.^ It resembles both this and the Hellenic 
and Sinic patterns in the subsequent accentuation of militarism and the 
consequent eventual unification of society through the overthrow of all 
the warring states except one by the military might of this sole survivor. 
In the Andean World this denouement had been reached before the 
arrival of the Spaniards; in the Middle American World it was within 
sight. 

This resemblance between configurations of history in the Americas 
and in the Old World is of great significance for the study of human 
affairs, because the Old-World and the New-World series of events un¬ 
questionably occurred quite independently of each other. The resemb¬ 
lance therefore suggests that there must be something in h\unan nature 
—or at any rate in human circumstances—which has made events take 
these parallel courses in the Age of the Civilizations. J. A. Mason main¬ 
tains^ that, ’with only minor deviations, practically all of the great ancient 
civilizations of the World developed along more or less the same lines’. 
As he sees it, the drama has been a tragedy in three acts. The first act 
sees the economic revolution in which agriculture supersedes food¬ 
gathering and hunting, and this produces a ‘golden age’. In the second 
act the pressure of increasing population produces coimicts. In the third 
act the contending states are united by mili tary force. If this has indeed 
been the plot of Ae play up to date, can we liberate ourselves from it ? 
Man’s recent technological progress has no precedent; yet, by itself, it 

* WUIct: The PreUttonc Civilizations of Nuclear Ainerici\ p. 587. 

* The neUenic Civilization had a previous one, the Minoan-HeUadic-Mycenaean, in 
its hkscorical beeJeground. Similarly the Sinic CiviiJntion of the Chou period and after 
had in its historical background the dvUization of the Shang peri^. 

* In op. cit., p. 24. Cp. p. 96. 
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will not suffice to solve the problem of civilization. Unprecedently 
potent technology may be misused for waging unprecedently destructive 
warfare; or, if it is used for increasing the production of the necessities 
of life, the additional product may sw^owed up by an unplanned 
and aimless increase in population, without any rise in the average 
standard of living, either material or spiritual. Thus now, as always, 
the spiritual virtues of imagination, wisdom, selLcontrol, and, above 
all, good intent, arc the keys to mankind’s destiny. 


XII. ROME’S PLACE IN HISTORY 

AS I see the history of Rome, it is part of the history of what I call 
'the Hellenic Civilization’, and it is intelligible only in this his> 
torical setting. One cannot understand the history of Rome without 
taking into account the history of the Hellenic World before as well as 
after Rome beran to play her part in it. One can imagine Hellenic his> 
tory without Rome. Some other Hellenic or Hellenized state might 
have performed for the Hellenic Society the function that Rome even¬ 
tually did perform for it. Sparta, Athens, Ol^thus, Maccdon, Syracuse 
were all in the running, at different stages of Hellenic history, for being 
the state that was going to unite the Hellenic World politically. But 
Roman history wiffiout the Hellenic Society and Civili2ation is not 
imaginable. There was never any such thing as a self-contained Roman 
society and civilization, and to try to divorce Rome from Hellenism 
and to treat Rome as an independent historical entity would make 
nonsense of Roman history by placing it in an historical vacuum. J. F. 
Leddy has interpreted my view correctly in saying* that 

’What is all-important to Toynbee in the history of Rome is her Hel- 
lenization, and he seems to think of this cultural conquest almost as the 
filling of a vacuum. Throughout A Study of History we see Rome only in 
the shadow of Greece, only as the protector of the Greek legacy, always in 
a Greek conteict, and (in his technical sense) as the "universal state" 
briefly sustaining Hellenic Civilization before its final and inevitable 
collapse.’ 

The same point is being made by Fyvel when he says* of me that 'he 
telescopes Greece and Rome into a single Hellenic Society in which all 
Roman history masks mere disintegration’. 

I accept Leddy’s interpretation subject to the substitution of the 
words ‘Hellas’ or ‘Hellenic World’ for ‘Greece’ and the word ‘Hellenic’ 
for ‘Greek’. In the English language the word ‘Greece’ suggests a 
geographical area, more or less conterminous with the present-day 
Kingdom of Greece, which was never more than part, and originally 
not the most important part, of the Hellenic World. The most important 
part of the original Hellas was the west coast of present-day Turkey, 
and the Hellenic World expanded in the course of its history till, at the 

* In Th 4 Phoenix, vol. 11 (1957), No. 4. p. 144. 

> T. R. Fyvel in The Tribune, zitt March, 1^7. p. 20. 
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time of the establishment of the Augustan Peace in 31 B.C., it extended 
from Alexandria>on-Nile eastward to Central Asia and the Panjab and 
westward to the Atlantic coasts of North Africa and Europe. The word 
‘Greek’, too, is a misnomer, because in English it suggests the Greek 
language, and the domains of the Greek language and of the Hellenic 
Civilization were never conterminous. From the beginning the Hellenic 
Society included non-Greek-speaking peoples: for instance, the Luvian- 
speaking Carians and Lydans; and, as it expanded, it converted many 
more: for instance, the Lydians, Messapians, Apulians, Etruscans, and, 
most notable converts of all, the Latin-speaking Romans. On the other 
hand, in Northern Continental European Greece, north and west of a 
line joining Thermopylae to Delphi, there were Greek-speaking semi- 
barbarians and barbarians, some of whom were not Hcllenized till a 
late date in Hellenic history. The Greek-speaking Agrianes and Den- 
theletae round the head-waters of the Rivers Strymon (Struma) and 
Oescus (Isker) were not brought within the pale till the kingdom of the 
Thracian OdjTsae was annexed to the Roman Empire by ^e Emperor 
Claudius and was then deliberately Hellenized by him and his suc¬ 
cessors. Subject, however, to this verbal caveat, I accept the passage 
that I have quoted horn Ledd/s paper as being an accurate statement 
of my point of view. 

This point of view has been vigorously critidzed, not only by Leddy, 
but by other critics as well. J. Vogt, for iitstance, maintains* that it is 
inadinissible to treat the Roman A^ as an appendage to the Hellenistic 
Age, as if the Roman Age’s destiny were deteimined in advance. In Roman 
history, he holds, a new force made itself felt. This gave the Roman way 
of life a distinctive character of its own, and that puts the Roman way, 
in its own fashion, on a level with the Hellenic way. Rome, according 
to Vogt, created a new and more profound ideal of human personality. 
W. den Boer maintains’ that, 

'though, in the words of Horace, the vanquished triumphed over the 
victor, the interpretation which considers the history of It^y and Latium 
to be bound up with Greece even before this victory is alien to historical 
reality.’ 

H. Baudot judges’ that I under-estimate Rome, perhaps partly because, 
for me, Rome is a symbol of unacceptable materialism. H. Marrou 
suggests* that I am too Athenian-minded to appreciate the Roman 
Empire at its proper value. H. Holbom makes the same point.’ 

'The Roman Empire receives no praise. . . . Rome’s capacity to create 
law and unity in a chaotic world was her own genius, and it seems arbi¬ 
trary to disregard her contribution and see in her history a senescent con¬ 
tinuation of Hellenic life.’ 

Leddy, too, takes me to task’ for describing the age extending from the 

» In No. a (xgsO.Pp. 557 -?4> * In Toytd)tt and HitUtry, Zi 6 . 

* Id Historu en MatahutarU, p. 57. 4 In Etprit, July, 1953, pp. lae-x. 

s In Tha Saturday Raviau of lAtaratura, 3i»t May, 1947, p- la. 

* In loc. cit, pp. 246-7. 
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reign of the Emperor Nerva to the reign of the Emperor Marcus Aure¬ 
lius inclusive as being ‘the Indian Summer’ of Hellenic history. He 
considers that I am denigrating that age in giving it this label. W. Gurian 
finds me inconsistent* in bracketing Greeks and Romans together when I 
draw a distinction between the Irish society of the Post-Graeco-Roman 
Age and the contemporary Latin West, D. M. Robinson concedes that 
Rome owed much to Greece; that the changes in Roman society after 
the Hannibalic War ‘resulted from foreign conquests and the economic 
consequences of imperial expansion’. Italy was not ‘a separate and 
independent entity*. ‘Rome and Italy became a part of the Medi¬ 
terranean economic system.’ Yet Robinson, too, protests, in opposition 
to my treatment of Rome, that ‘the Romans were an original people 
with a capacity for world government and with powers of organisation 
and unification rarely excelled in all history’.^ 

What are the Roman achievements that have moved some scholars, 
at any rate in the Western World, to insist that Rome ousht to be 
treated as a separate historical entity in its own right, rather man as an 
element, however important, in the history of the Hellenic Civilization ? 
There are two achievements on which, above all, this claim on Rome’s 
behalf is based. One of these is Roman law; the other is Rome’s political 
feat of eventually uniting, in a single ‘universal state’, the whole of the 
Hellenic World west of ‘Iraq and Iran. The second of these two achieve¬ 
ments was, I should say, the key to the first. When once Rome had won 
for herself the role of being the Hellenic World’s unifying state, Roman 
law was bound to become the oecumenical law of the Hellenic Society, 
and was consequently bound to undergo something like the evolution 
and transformation that made it what it eventually came to be. On the 
other hand, if the Hellenic World had been united politically by some 
other state, and if Rome had remained the small, obscure, and back¬ 
ward state that she originally was, on the Hellenic World’s outer frin^, 
there is no reason to suppose that Roman law would ever have got far 
beyond a primitive and rudimentary stage before being replaced—as 
eventually it would have been in these political circumstances. It 
would have been replaced by the oecumenical law of the other state— 
whichever it might have been—by which the Hellenic World’s political 
unity would have been achieved if history had taken this non-Roman 
course.^ 

I Tht Revtete Roiitxa, vol. 4, No. 4 (October, 1042), p. 513. 

s Tht Inunt of Toynbte's History: A Cooptratix:* Ap^aual. 

* This is Indiested by what happened when Roman Law did come into contact with 
more advanced legal systems: for instance, with Egyptian and Greek law in E^pt. 
By the beginning of the second century B.C.. Egyptian and Greek private law in Enpt 
had become assimilated to each other. Both these systems had carried juridical indivi¬ 
dualism to a high point. Of the two, the Egyptian waa the more advanced, especially in 
the sums that it gave to women. But, ‘notwithstanding fairly strongly pronounced 
formal differencca, the Egyptian and the Greek juridical modea are not otnerentiated by 
incompadbilitiea of the same gravity as those which, for several cenmriea, prevented a 
Hellenised Egypt from “receiving’* from the Romans a law that was more archaic than 
hers* (C. Prraux: L'Etonomit MyaU d*s Le^pdts (Brusseb, 2939, Pondation Egypto- 
logique Reine Elisabeth), p. 23). 

This is significant, considering that, in Egypt, Roman Law had the advanuge of being 
the legal system of the ruling power, and also ^t, by the date of the annexation of Egypt, 
Roman Law had already bew in procees of HeUenizatioa for more than a hundred yeara. 
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Considerable elements of an original barbaric parochial Roman law 
did, even as it was, survive Rome’s reception of Hellenism and simul¬ 
taneous establishment of her political supremacy over the Hellenic 
World, and these intractable relics of barbarism were not trivial; they 
were concerned with some of the most important and fundamental 
relations between one human being and another. The most notorious 
of them is the tyrannical power that Roman law left in the bands of the 
father of a family—a power which placed the free male members of his 
household at his mercy, as well as the women and the slaves. A remnant 
of this original barbaric patria potesias survived the seven centuries of 
progressive modernization and humanization which Roman law under¬ 
went from the second century B.c. onwards until its eventual codi- 
hcation in the reign of the Emperor Justinian. This is remarkable, 
considering that, since the miscarriage of the city-state regime in the 
Hellenic World in and after the Great Atheno-Pcloponnesian War that 
had broken out in 431 B.c., the moral climate of the Hellenic Civilization 
had become increasingly favourable to the rights of individuals, and of 
women in particular, and that the status of women had been still 
further improved in the Hellenic World by the spread of Judaism and 
the subsequent far wider spread of Christianity. Other primitive sur¬ 
vivals were the antique Roman forms of procedure for marriage and for 
sale and purchase—though, in these fields, less clumsy and more practi¬ 
cal alternative procedures had been introduced in the course of time. 

On the whole, Roman law was successfully developed into a modern 
oecumenic^ law, adapted to the needs of the HeUenic World, by the 
interpretative work of Roman jurists over a period of about four hundred 
years, running from the second century B.c. to the third century of the 
Christian Era. The jurists who initiated this great work of transforma¬ 
tion were, of course, native Romans who had imbibed a tincture of 
Hellenic culture. But, as Roman rule spread more widely over the 
Hellenic World, and as this was followed by the progressive grant of 
Roman citizenship to Rome’s allies and subjects, the development of 
Roman law became more and more a common Hellenic enterprise, in 
which Roman citizens from all quarters of the Hellenic World played 
an increasingly active part. The school of Roman law at Bayrat (Bfiry tus) 
came more and more to the fore, and its professors played a dominant 
part in the Justiniancan codification. An authentic Roman colony of 
Latin-speaking Italians had been founded at BayrOt by Augustus not 
long after the year 20 B.c.* This had been a Latin-speakins bridgehead 
in a Levant in which Greek was the oecumenical language of administra¬ 
tion and culture for nearly a thousand years, running &om the genera¬ 
tion of Alexander the Great to the seventh cenmry a.d., when ie 
Arabs overran the provinces of the Roman Empire south-east of 
Taurus. The Ba}rrQt school of Roman law was thus in a particularly 
favorable position for carrying on the work of transforming Roman law 
by receiving into it Hellemc legal principles—and philosophical prin¬ 
ciples too. 
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In a criticism of my point of view, Leddy writes* that Toynbee 

*glances at the celebrated Roman jurists, calls them Stoics, and, having thus 
thrown them back under a Greek classi&cation, is absolved from any neces< 
sity of seeking to accoimt for their unique contribution to civilization.’ 

This criticism misses its mark; for I agree with Leddy regarding the 
Roman jurists’ contribution to civilization as having been unique, and I 
do seek to account for it by seeing in it a common achievement of the 
whole Hellenic World after this had been united politically under 
Roman rule. But I disagree with Leddy—and with Maine, whose 
Ancient Law he cites* in support of his view—when they maintain that 
this ‘unique contribution to civilization’ was the work of the original 
native Romans, to the exclusion of other Hellenic or Hellenized popula¬ 
tions that were brought within the Roman polity through the Romans’ 
feat of turning their polity into an Hellenic universal state. In the passage 
here quoted by Leddy, Maine maintains that 

'neither the Greeks nor any society thinking and speaking in their langu¬ 
age ever showed the smallest capacity for producing a philosophy of law. 
l^gal science is a Roman creation.’* 

My comment on this thesis of Maine’s would be that the Romans 
who created legal science were, many of them, also Greeks and Syrians 
too, and that, in the later stages of the BayrQt Law School’s history, 
during which its influence was at its zenith, the Roman jurists there 
were speaking Greek and thinking in Greek, as is testified by their 
surviving works of this date. 1 should go on to contend that the same 
great work of producing a scientific and philosophical system of law 
would inevitably have been carried out in any case, and this by the same 
cooperation among jurists from all quarters of the Hellenic World, if 
the state that gave the Hellenic World its political unity had been, not 
Rome, but some other. 

Let us suppose that the partial political unification of the Hellenic 
World that was achieved by Athens in the fifth century B.c. had lasted, 
not for a bare half-century, but for a length of time of the order of 
magnitude of the actual duration of the Roman Empire. And let us 
suppose that Athens had succeeded, as Rome eventually did succeed, 
in extending the process of political unification round all the shores of 
the Mediterranean. Is it credible that, if Athenian, instead of Roman, 
law had been given this uniquely favourable political opportunity, 
Athenian law would not have become the science and philosophical 
system that Roman law actually became as a result of Rome’s historical 
political achievement? Even during the forty-eight years between the 
common Hellenic victory over Xerxes in 480-479 B.c. and the outbreak 
of the Great Athcno-Peloponncsian War in 431 b.c. Athenian law made 
some progress towards becoming the oecumenical law of all the mari¬ 
time states round the shores of the Aegean that were under Athenian 

' In loc. cit., pp. 149-50. * Ibid., p. 150, footnote 24. 

> Leddy quotes this passage from p. 375 of a revised edition of Sir Henry Maine’s 
Aneient haa (London 1930, John Murray). 
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domination during that brief period. In the fifth-century Hellenic World 
there was already a crying need for an oecumenical law, in the province 
of commercial law at any rate. As Athens came more and more to be the 
commercial centre of the Aegean, she also came more and more to be 
the place where commercial contracts were made and where litigation 
arising out of them was conducted. The benefit of doing business under 
a common law at least partly ofiset the hardship, for non-Athenian 
litigants, of having to go to Athens for the trial of their cases; and their 
resentment might not have been great if the Athenians had dealt fairly 
with them. The normal prindple informing Hellenic international 
treaties for the legal settlement of disputes beuveen citizens of different 
states was that a case should be tri^ in the court of the defendant. 
Considering the pre^essive increase in the concentration of business in 
Athens, this principfe, scrupulously applied, would have tended also to 
bring an increasing volume of international commercial litigation to the 
Athenian courts. 

The Athenians, however, were not content to play fair. They misused 
their political power to bring to Athens litigation—including criminal 
as well as dvil cases—that, according to the treaties, ought to have come 
before the courts of other states. They did this partly in order to provide 
work, and consequently pay, for Athenian jurymen, and partly—which 
w'as still worse—in order to favour their political supporters and penalize 
their political opponents in the states ^t were subject to them. This 
was a grievance indeed. It was one of the causes of the overthrow of the 
Athenian Empire into which the Athenians had perverted the Delian 
Learoe. In throwing away her opportunity to become the political 
unifier of the Hellenic World, Athens forfeited her opportunity to 
develop Athenian law into an oecumenical Hellenic law. Her political 
failure explains why her law did not have a Roman success. Conversely, 
if Athens had achieved the political success that Rome did achieve, it 
seems most improbable that, in these political circumstances, Athenian 
law would not have become the sdentific and philosophical system that 
Roman law did become in the course that history actually took. 

The key to Rome’s legal achievement is, in fact, her political achieve¬ 
ment. Was this a unique product of a distinctively Roman genius for 
political construction ? The answer to this question will be decisive for 
or against the claim, put forward by some Western scholars on Rome’s 
behalf, that she is entitled to be treated as a cultural and historical 
entity in her own right, independent of the Hellenic World. 

What were the causes of Rome's political success ? There are five that 
are conspicuous. 

In the first place, Rome was fortunate in her geographical location. 
She herself was a city-state in a world of ci^-states. She possessed the 
political cohesion and vitality that a ci^-state constitution gave to a 
community. But in her immediate hinterl^d in the highlands of Central 
Italy there was a world of communities that were still in the pre-dty- 
state stage of political development. Their people had not yet acquired 
the political self-consciousness and the political memories that made the 
citizens of city-states reluctant volunt^y to renounce their sovereign 
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independence. Rome found it as difficult as Sparta and Athens found 
it to reduce ancient and famous city-states to a position of subordination 
to her, however mild the terms. Capua, Tarentiun, and Syracuse, for 
example, all kicked against the pricks and were finally subdued only by 
extreme measures of coercion. By contrast, the highlanders could still 
be induced to merge themselves, without much recalcitrance, in a more 
advanced polity representing a higher level of culture. Rome took full 
advantage of this opportunity, at her doors, of bringing proselytes into 
her commonwealth. But even these backwoodsmen would not have 
been willing proselytes if Rome had not shown political generosity. 

The second cause of Rome’s political success was that she was 
politically generous to peoples that became her allies on the basis of 
their accepting her political paramountcy. Unlike Athens, she did not 
exact tribute ^m them. Like Sparta in her treatment of her satellites 
{^iotci) and her Peloponnesian allies—at least down to the time when the 
Spartans were demoralized by their dearly bought victory in the Great 
Atheno-PeloponnesianWarof43i''404B.c.—Romedemandedofherallies 
no more than that they should follow her lead in foreign policy and should 
send contingents of troops to reinforce her armies when she went to war. 

The third cause of Rome’s success was her generosity in granting 
Roman citizenship to her allies and her subjects. She was conspicuously 
generous in doing this during the century {circa 34 o’- 24 i B.c.) that saw 
the political unification of Itmy under Roman supremacy and the expul¬ 
sion of the Carthaginians from Sicily in the First Romano-Carthaginian 
War.^ There were two different sets of conditioris on which the grant of 
Roman citizenship was made. The less favourable terms of admission 
imposed all the duties of Roman citizenship without simultaneously 
granting the right to vote or the right to stand for election. The more 
favourable terms gave the rights, as well as imposing the duties. But 
communities that had origin^ly been given the citizenship on the less 
favourable terms were eventually given the full franchise sooner or later. 
Generosity in the matter of enfranchisement was, indeed, the long-term 
tendency of Roman policy, and it eventually reached its logical conclu¬ 
sion in the ConsHtuHo Antomniana of a.d. ziz. This ordinance enfran¬ 
chised all but a small residual minority of the still unenfranchised 
inhabitants of the Roman Empire; and at that date the Empire included 
the whole contemporary Hellenic World west of Traq and Iran and 
embraced the whole circuit of the Mediterranean. 

This generous policy did not prevail, however, without halts and 
pauses emring which the contrary policy of treating Roman citizenship 
as a privilege, and jealously confining it to the existing citizen body, tem¬ 
porarily gained the upper hand. The narrow-hearted attitude was the 
normal one in Hellenic city-states that had acquired an ascendancy 
over their neighbours. At Athens, for instance, in the heyday of the 
^th-oentury Athenian Empire, a law was passed in 451 B.C. confining 

* Or 336, if the dicteiorehips occupying M3, 3*4. 309. 301 B.c. ire fictitiou*. 

* Tiui Roman policy waa cited by King rhilip V of Macedon u m example in hit 

two letter* to the L^saeana (texts in W. Dittenbergen Sylloft insenptionum Graee^vum, 
2nd (Leipzig 1898-1901, Hinel, 3 vda.), Nos. m vol. i, pp. 3rd cd. 

(1915-1923, reprinting in 1959, 4 voU.), p. 543). 
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Athenian citizenship to persons who could prove that both their parents 
possessed it; and, on the strength of this law, an investigation was made 
in 445 B.c. and was followed by a drastic purge which was carried out 
very harshly. At Rome this narrow-hearted spirit prevailed during the 
i6o years running from the close of the First Romano-Carthaginian 
War till the year 8o B.c., when a majority of Rome’s allies in Central 
and Southern Italy took the extreme measure of seceding from the 
Roman alliance, going to war with Rome, and setting up a counter-con¬ 
federacy of their own. This political catastrophe brought the Roman 
Commonwealth into imminent danger of destruction, and the Roman 
Government capitulated. It now onered the Roman citizenship to all 
allied states in Italy that had not taken up arms or were willing, if they 
had, to lay them down. But this concession, having been extorted by 
extreme inilitary pressure, was made against the grain and on petty- 
minded terms. There seems to have been an attempt to neutralize the 
newly enfranchised citizens' votes by enrolling them either in only 
eight of the thirty-five constituencies amoi^ which the pre-war Roman 
voters were already distributed, or else only in ten new constituencies 
that were to be created to contain the new citizens. Moreover, the 
Italian communities north of the River Po were fobbed oflF with the 
status of Latin city-states—the highest category of allied communities, 
but a poor consolation prize for a continued refusal to give the Transpa- 
danes the status of Roman citizens. 

The generous attitude that had been prevalent down to 241 B.C., and 
that had made Rome’s political fortune, did not prevail again till Caesar 
made himself master of the Roman state. Caesar not only enfranchised 
the Italians beyond the River Po but started giving Roman citizenship 
to Ronuui subjects outside Italy. Augustus followed this course more 
slowly and cautiously than his adoptive father; but Caesar had given 
Roman policy in the matter of the Roman franchise a decisive turn in 
the direction of renewed generosity. From Caesar’s time onwards it was 
certain that the general enfranchisement, eventually conferred by the 
ConsHtutio Antonimana of a . d . 212, was going to come sooner or later. 
Thus in spite of the disastrous delays during the last two centuries of 
the Roman republican regime—centuries that were an age of agony for 
the Helleruc World—the generous policy inaugurated in the century 
ending in 241 b.c. did prevail in the long run. 

The fourth cause of Rome’s political success was her adoption of the 
liberal institution of dual citizenship. When she gave Roman citizenship 
to foreign communities either on the less or on the more favourable of 
the two alternative sets of conditions, she did not dissolve their previous 
political institutions and simply merge them in the Roman body politic. 
She allowed an incorporated foreign state to retain its former local 
political organization, no longer, of course, in the form of a sovereign 
independent state, but in the form of a self-governing municipality of 
Roman citizens, still managing their own local afiairs through locally 
elected magistrates of their own. These municipal Roman citizens were 
thus, in effec^ citizens of two city-states: their own local city-state and 
the oecumenical city-state Rome. This libera] dispensation gave them 


ROME’S PLACE IN HISTORY 383 

the best of two worlds: they were now citizens of a local state and of a 
world-state as well. As Rome extended her rule over the Hellenic 
World and followed this up by eventually, though at some stages 
tardily, giving Roman citizenship to her allies and subjects, dual citizen¬ 
ship became the standard form of political status in the Roman Common¬ 
wealth.* 

The fifth cause was Rome’s policy of planti:^ colonies in the new 
territories that she brought under her control.* These colonies were of 
two kinds. There were colonies with the status of the Latin city-states 
allied to Rome—the highest category of Rome’s Italian allies. There were 
also colonies of Roman citizens. Originally the Latin colonies were much 
more important than the Roman colonies. The Latin colonies served 
both as fortresses for maintaining Rome’s hold on her other allies and 
as outlets for agricultural settlement. The colonists were recruited from 
the Roman citizen body, as well as from among the citizens of the 
existing Latin city-states. Roman citizens who enrolled themselves in a 
Latin colony lost their Roman citizenship, for the Latin colonies were 
juridically sovereign independent city-states bound to Rome by a per¬ 
petual alliance on the usual terms. The colonies of Roman citizens were 
originally small settlements of coastguards, but they were each organized 
as a miniature city-state within the Roman city-state, and they thus en¬ 
joyed the privilege of {>ossessing ‘dual citizenship’, like the formerly 
foreign communities that were granted the Roman franchise. 

As the value of Roman citizenship increased, Roman citizens became 
more and more reluctant to forfeit their status, even in exchange for 
obtaining a large allotment of land in a Latin colony. Accordingly, 
when, after the Hannibalic War, Rome resumed her interrupted enter¬ 
prise of subduing and colonizing the basin of the River Po, the Roman 
Government soon found itself constrained to give the status of Roman 
colonies to new foundations between the Appennines and the south 
bank of the Po in order to attract Roman citizens to these new founda¬ 
tions in sufficient numbers. 

Rome’s political success is adequately accounted for by these five 
causes. We have now to ask ourselves whether there was or was not 
something uniquely Roman and specifically un-Hellenic about Rome’s 
situation and policy. 

Rome was certainly un-Athenian in her generosity towards her allies. 
Athens’ constant and incorrigible narrow-heartedness had quickly put 
her out of the running in the competition for becoming the Hellenic 
World’s uniting state. On the other hand, Rome’s early generosity 
towards her allies had, as has already been noted, an Hellenic precedent 
in Sparta’s early generosity towards her allies and satellites. At the 
same time Rome refrained from making the capital blunder—a moral 

* This constinidonsl srnngem«nt. under which s citizen of Rome itself snd s citizen 
of s Roman municipality etch enjoy^ equal civic ^hts, st least of the passive kind, in 
the other's city-state, was called isopoUuia (equality of civic rights) in Greek. Vogt, 
op. cit., points out how important this institudon was in the building of the Roman 
^npire. I sgree, and have never dissented. 

a The Romans' acdvity in founding colonies, as well as their generosity in grMdi^ 
Roman citizenship to aliens, was cited by King Philip V of Macedon as an example in his 
two letters to the Lariaaeans (see p. 381, footnote t). 
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aberration as well as a political foKy—through which Sparta had thrown 
away her chance of beaming the political unifier of the Hellenic World. 
When the Spartans conquered the lower Eurotas basin and subse¬ 
quently went on to conquer Messenia, they reduced their fellow Hel¬ 
lenes in these territories to serfdom, and, in consequence, had to spend 
the greater part of their energy, ever afterwards, on holding them down. 
Thereafter they could never conduct diplomacy or war beyond the 
borders of their home territory without having to look back, all 
the time, over their shoulders for fear that their helots might seize the 
opportunity to make another of their repeated revolts. Let us suppose 
that, instead of reducing the South Laconians and Messenians to serf¬ 
dom, the Spartans had granted them the status of satellites (peribea), 
retaining self-governing city-states of their own, that the Spartans did 
give to the highlanders on either side of the Eurotas Valley. In that 
event Sparta might have given political unity to at least the whole of 
Continental European Greece with the consent and good will of her 
neighbours. She did in &ct succeed—even with the incubus of her helot 
population weighing upon her—in unifying the greater part of the 
Peloponnese politicly with the consent and good will of her satellites 
inside Laconia and of her Peloponnesian allies beyond Laconia’s fron¬ 
tiers. If she had treated the South Laconians and Messenians as 
generously as she treated herperibecz in the Eurotas basin, she mighthave 
achieved union on the larger scale before the Achaemenian Empire 
appeared above the Hellenic World’s horizon mid-way through the 
sixth century b.c. In that event the Hellenic World would have been 
spared the fatal division of leadership between Sparta and Athens. If the 
constant menace of the helots at home had not so severely limited 
Sparta’s capacity for efieedve acdon abroad, Athens would, no doubt, 
have been brought back into the Spartan Confederacy in 508 b.c. and 
would not have been in a posidon to organize a separate and rival 
confederacy of her own in 478 B.C. 

Rome disdnguished her^f by resisdng the temptadon to reduce 
conquered or reconquered peoples to serfdom, even when they had 
given her serious provocadon. The Hannibalic War was the emergency 
in which Rome’s polidcal self-restraint was put to the severest test. In 
this war on Italian soil, in which Rome was fighting for her existence, 
a number of South Italian communities seceded from the Roman Com¬ 
monwealth and took up arms against Rome on Hannibal’s side. After 
Hannibal’s eventual evacuation of Italy the Romans punished some of 
these secessionist communities by sweeping confiscations of land at their 
expense; and Rome did then reduce one of ^em—the southern Bruttians 
in the toe of Italy—to the status of dediticii (enemies who had surren¬ 
dered at discretion), which was perhaps comparable to the status of 
Sparta’s helots. On the other hand, the Romans showed decided 
restraint in their treatment of Capua after they had reconquered her. 

At the time of the Hannibalic War, Capua was, next to Rome herself, 
the most important city in all Italy, with the possible exception of 
Tarentum. Moreover, Capua’s territory was one of the most productive 
regions of the peninsida. Her secession was thus a material blow of the 
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first magnitude for Rome, and it was also a moral blow of comparable 
severity. For 122 years* before Capua’s secession in 216 B.c. aner the 
Battle of Cannae, the Capuans had been Roman citizens, albeit in the 
less favourable of the two categories. Thus from the Roman point of 
view Capua’s secession was a more heinous offence than the breach of 
treaty of which Rome’s seceding South Italian allies were guilty. It was 
treason committed against Rome by Roman citizens. After the capitula¬ 
tion of Capua in 211 B.c. there were executions of leading secessionists, 
and others were permanently deported to places north-west of the River 
Tiber. Capua was deprived of her municipal constitution and reduced 
juridically to the status of a village. Her territory was confiscated by the 
Roman state, and the agricultural population had, thenceforth, to 
cultivate their land as tenants of the Roman Government. Municipal 
self-government and property rights were restored to the Capuans only 
in 5p B.C., by an agrarian law carried through in that year by Caesar. 
But in the meanwhUe the native agricultural population does not seem to 
have been either evicted from its land or deprived of the second-class 
Roman citizenship that had been its status before secession. The treat¬ 
ment of Capua was mild according to the standards of the time, and was 
to that degree to Rome’s credit. 

Thus Rome refrained, even under provocation, from creating helots, 
whereas Sparta never learnt the lesson that the wrong which she had 
done to her helots was the cause of her perennial weakness. Under the 
stress of the Great Atheno-Peloponnesian War and the subsequent 
military commitments in which her eventual victory in that war involved 
her, Sparta did emancipate a few thousand helots in return for their 
doing military service as heavy-armed infantry. But these ‘new nationals* 
{neoMtnddeis), as they were called, were not given the Spartan citizen¬ 
ship, and they were got rid of as quickly as possible—partly by foul 
means, so it was said. In the matter of Spartan citizenship the revolu¬ 
tionary King Cleomenes III {regnabat 237-222 b.c.) did show a Roman 
generosity towards Sparta’s satellites {perioeci). He swamped the exis¬ 
ting Spartiate citizen ^dy, whose numbers had dwindled to about seven 
hundred, by granting the Spartan citizenship to perioeci in sufficient 
numbers to give Sparta 4,000 citizens of military age in the heavy-armed 
infantry class; and these new Spartan citizens received allotments of 
land on the territory of Sparta herself. But even Cleomenes III never 
thought of emancipating and enfranchizing the helots who still remained 
in the lower Eurotas V^ey, 140 years after Messenia had recovered her 
independence. 

Thus the Romans did show greater statesmanship in building up their 
commonwealth than either the Athenians or the Spartans. But did they 
show greater statesmanship than the Olynthians ? The Olynthians were 
fifty or sixty years ahead 01 the Romans in starting to build, in northern 
Continental European Greece, a commonwealth* of the kind that Rome 
began to build in Central Italy in and after the years 340-338 B.c.* 
Olynthus enjoyed the geographical advantage, enjoyed by Rome, of 
being a city-state that had in her immediate hinterland a number of 

* Or po«ib!y 118 year*. » See iii. 477^9- * Or 336-334 b.c. 
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communities that were still in the pre-city-state stage of development 
and were therefore amenable, if generously treated, to being assimilated 
by a city-state community with a more effective political organization 
and a higher culture than theirs. Circa 385-383 B.c. the Olyn^ians, like 
the Romans in 340-338 (or 336-334) b.c., embarked on an ambitious 
forward policy. TTicy incorporated in their own state large adjoining 
tracts of the Kingdom of Macedon, which bad fallen into anarchy after 
the death of King Archelaus in 399 B.c., and at the same time they 
forced a number of the neighbouring colonial Hellenic city-states along 
the north coast of the Aegean to become their allies. 

The Olynthians’ power to take advantage of this opportunity was the 
outcome of their having adopted, perhaps as early as 432 B.c., the 
institution of Mual citizenship*, which was subsequently adopted by 
Rome and which had made its first known appearance in the Hellenic 
World in the federal constitution devised by the Boeotians after the 
liberation, in 447 B.c., of the Boeotian city-states that had been tem¬ 
porarily under Athenian rtile. Ol^thus was no ordinary city-state. She 
nad been created by the Chalddian coloiual city-states along the adja¬ 
cent coast as a new common Chalcidian body politic of which every 
Chalddian became a citizen, while continuing to be a dtizen of his own 
local Chalddian dty-state—^Torone or Methone or whichever other one 
it might h^pen to be. The closeness of the parallel between the build¬ 
ing of the Olynthian Commonwealth circa 385-383 and the building of 
the Roman Commonwealth after the Romano-Latin War is remarkable. 
There is no evidence to show whether Rome re-invented the institution 
of 'dual citizenship* independently or whether she borrowed the idea 
from the Chalcidians or from the Boeotians or from both. The relevant 
point is that in the Ol3rnthian commonwealth this institution was already 
in operation, and was already produdng striking constructive political 
effects, more than forty years before Rome started on her own common¬ 
wealth-building career in Central Italy. It is also noteworthy that, as 
near to Rome as Sicily, and this in the years 3^-336 B.c., the Corinthian 
statesman Timoleon was successfully persuading the Sicel and Siceliot 
Greek city-states to receive and exifranchise large numbers of immi¬ 
grants from Greece and Italy, as well as from other parts of Sicily, and 
apparently also to make redprocal grants of dvic rights in one state to 
the dtizens of another (e.g. as between Syracuse and Agyrium).* 

Fortunately for Rome, Central Italy lay on the outer edge of the 
Hellenic World. The nearest Greek states, Syracuse and Tarentum, 
could not intervene to checkmate Rome’s ambitious designs, and the 
expeditionary forces from Continental European Greece that came to 
the rescue of Hellenism in Sicily and Magna Graeda in 344 and 342 
and 333 and 303 b.c.* found it as much as they could do to give a 
temporary check to Carthaginian and Oscan assaults. Central Italy was 
beyond their horizon; and when, in 280-274 B.c., Pyrrhus did attempt, 
with stronger forces, to achieve the more ambitious double feat of 
expelling the Carthaginians from Sicily and breaking the Roman 

• Se« N. G. L. Hanunood: A History ef Grtoet to y»a j.c. (Oxford *959, CUrtndon 
»*«*•). P- 579 - » See iv. 589. 



ROME'S PLACE IN HISTORY 387 

Commonwealth, it was too late. Rome alone, without her ally Carthage, 
was far more than a match for Molossia. Unfortunately for the Chalcid- 
ians, their field of operations lay much nearer to the heart of the Hellenic 
World, and they embarked on their commonwealth-building enterprise 
at a time when Sparta was a great enough power to be able to strike 
effectively as far afield as nor^em Continental European Greece. In 
382-379 B.c. a Lacedaemonian expeditionary force brought Olynthus 
to her knees and broke her commonwealth up. 

This opened the way for Philip of Macedon. It gave him the chance 
of constructing a great power in Northern Greece based not on city- 
state institutions but on monarchy; and the decisive step in Philip’s 
career was his destruction of Olynthus in 348-347 b.c. In thus uninten¬ 
tionally opening the way for Macedon, Sparta had opened it eventually 
for Rome. For the Macedonians did not prove equals of either the 
Olynthians or the Romans in political common sense. Under Alexander’s 
romantic leadership, they exhausted themselves in the tour de force of 
overrunning the whole of the Achaemenian Empire and thereby open¬ 
ing up for Hellenism a far larger Lebensraum than could be incorporated 
in the Hellenic World permanently. Through this impolitic diversion 
of their energies the Macedonians deprived themselves of the power 
to complete and consolidate Philip’s work. They lost their chance of 
building, in Continental European Greece and its hinterland, a common¬ 
wealth that, in spite of the weakness of its monarchical basis, might have 
come to be not much less strongly knit than the one that, by Alexander’s 
time, the Romans were already building in Italy. 

As for the colonies founded by Rome as a device for maintaining her 
hold on foreign territories that she had brought under her control, there 
was nothing uniquely Roman about these. During the same period of 
Hellenic history this institution was being used, for the same purpose, 
by Alexander the Great, and, after him, by the governments of most of 
the Macedonian or Greek successor-states of the Achaemenian Empire. 
In these Hellenic foundations in the East there was the same distinc¬ 
tion as in the Roman foundations in Italy between two categories of 
colonies. There were military cantorunents of Macedonian soldiers and 
their descendants, correspKDnding to Rome’s colonies of Roman citiaens; 
and there were full-fiedged colonial city-states, juridically sovereign 
and independent, but actually bound to the founding monarchy by 
permanent ties like those which bound Rome’s Latin colonies to Rome. 
There is no evidence to show whether Rome's policy of founding colonies 
was inspired by these Hellenic examples or whether it was devised by 
the Romans independently. The relevant point is that, in foundi^ 
colonies, the Romans were doing something that was the general practice 
of contemporary Hellenic states. 

Of all the Macedonian successor-states of the Achaemenian Empire, 
the Seleucid Monarchy in South-West Asia was the most active in 
founding colonies on the grand scale. If the power of the Monarchy had 
not been broken as a result of King Antiochus Ill’s impolitic decision to 
go to war with Rome, the Seleucid Monarchy might eventually have 
grown into what the Roman Empire eventually became; a confederation 
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of autonomous city-states held together by an oecumenical govern¬ 
ment.' The loyalty of the Seleucid city-states to the Monar^y was 
demonstrated more than once when the Monarchy temporarily re¬ 
covered parts of its dominions that had been overrun by the Parthians. 
This loy^ty was the more remarkable considering that the Parthians 
were careful to give considerate treatment to colonitd Hellenic city-states 
that came under their rule. They left them in full possession of their 
municipal autonomy. 

From the military point of view the Seleucid Monarchy was proved, 
by the disastrous results of its collision with Rome in 192-190 b.c., to 
be a giant with feet of clay. From the political point of view, on the 
other hand, the Monarchy was a serious candidate for the role of being 
a unifying state. Let tis suppose that Antiochus III had accepted the 
Roman suggestion that Rome might abandon her support of the city- 
states on the west coast of Anatolia which were renising to accept 
Antiochus’ suzerainty, if Antiochus would abandon his claim to the 
recovery of former ^leucid possessions on the European side of the 
Dardanelles.* If Antiochus III had had the wisdom to close with this 
tentative Roman offer, the Seleucid Monarchy might have survived, 
and the Asiatic domain of Hellenism, from the east shore of the Aegean 
as far east as the Caspian Gates, might have been consolidated politically 
under Seleucid auspices. 

What conclusion are we to draw from this comparison between 
Rome’s political achievement and the attempts made by the Seleucid 
Monarchy, Macedon, Olynthus, Syracuse, Sparta, and Athens to give 
the Hellenic World political unity? Of course these other attempts were 
unsuccessful, whereas Rome’s enterprise was a success. Yet, when we 
compare the enterprises, the points in common—such points as 
geographical opportunity, generous statesmanship, and constructive 
institutions (above all, ‘dual citizenship’ and colonies)—are surely too 
numerous and too important to permit the thesis that Rome’s political 
genius was something uniquely her own. Her opportunity, her genero¬ 
sity, her institutions of ‘dual citizenship’ and colonies, which, between 
them, account for her success, were not hers exclusively. All were 
common to Rome and at least one other of the competitors for the prize 
of being the political unifier of the Hellenic World. Olynthus would 
surely have anticipated Rome in performing this feat if her career had 
not been cut short at an early stage by the intervention of Sparta. Con¬ 
versely, Rome’s career would surely have been cut short, too, whatever 
Livy may say,* if Alexander of Ma^don had chosen to join forces with 
his kinsman Alexander of Epirus for an invasion of Italy instead of 
Asia, or if, after having overrun the Achaemenian Empire, he had lived 

* Vogt, in loe. dt., ohsUenges my companion between the respective constitutionsl 
structure! of the Seleucid Monarchy ana the Roman Conunonweslth on the ground 
that, in the Monarchy, the local dty**t*t^ V'cre not linked to tlM centi^ government by 
the institution of isopolittia (i.e. dual dtixenship), aa they were in the Commonwealth. 
Thia gem without aayiog, conaidering that the central power in the Scleu^ ^pire was 
not s city-atate but a crown. The Seleucid crown did, however, provide an effective 
bond, aa Vogt himself concedes. 

a For this propoasl, see Livy, Book XXXIV, chap. 5S. 

a See Livy, B^k IX, chaps, 17-19. 



ROME’S PLACE IN HISTORY 389 

to spend the resources that he had acquired in the East for a subsequent 
attack upon the West. In this perspective Rome presents herself, not as 
an historical force outside the Hellenic Society and on a par with it, 
but as the eventually successful competitor among a number of states 
that each, in turn, made the attempt to give the Hellenic World political 
unity. 

If this is, as I believe it is, the true historical setting of Rome, of 
Roman law, and of the Roman political achievement, why are so many 
Western historians apparently bent on awarding to Rome an even 
greater historical role than is hers in the picture that I have drawn? 
1 suspect that the motive behind this Western insistence on magnifying 
Rome’s place in history is a covert Western chauvinism. If the West is 
to be credited with a major role in history, Rome must be credited with 
a major role too. Rome gave the West its first lessons in civilization, 
laid the foundations in the West for the building of a new and distinc¬ 
tively Western civilization there, and left a permanent Roman imprint 
on what was otherwise a new creation. Roman law still inspires awe in 
Western minds because most modem Western systems of law except 
the English common law are deeply indebted to it. Even the Scottish 
common law has a tincture of Roman law in it. Napoleon’s jurists would 
hardly have been able to elicit the Napoleonic Code out of medieval 
French customary law if the resources of Roman law had not been at 
their disposal. In Roman-Dutch law Roman law itself is still a living 
force in the present-day Western World. Again, Latin is the liturgical 
language of the Roman Catholic Church, to which one half of modern 
Western Christendom adheres. The Roman Church’s official text of the 
Christian Bible is the Vulgate Latin version. 

When, however, these legal and literary contributions of Rome to the 
present-day Western Civilization are analysed, they prove to be Hellenic 
contributions in Latin dress. If Rome had not herself previously re¬ 
ceived Hellenism, she would have had little or nothing to pass on to 
the Western barbarians. She was an intermediary transmitter of Hel¬ 
lenism in a Latin dress. The West European barbarians might have had 
a better start in civilization if they had received Hellenism in its original 
Greek dress from one of the colonial Hellenic outposts in the Western 
Mediterranean: Massilia or Cumae or Tarentum or Syracuse. But the 
historical fact is that they received it at second hand through the agency 
of Rome, and the agent has eclipsed the principal in the historical 
vista seen by the West European barbarians’ descendants. Rome’s 
transmission of the Hellenic heritage to their forebears in Latin drew 
looms larger in their eyes than Rome’s previous acquisition of this 
heritage from the heart of Hellas. 

The Hellenic colonial outposts—Syracuse, Tarentum, Cumae, Mas¬ 
silia—^were not powerful enough to radiate their cultural influence deep 
into Western Europe. The Canaanite colonial outposts—Utica and 
Carthage and Gades—^were no more effective. The incorporation of 
Western Europe in the OikoumenS was accomplished by Rome during 
the three hundred years running from the first Roman campaigns in 
Spain during the Second Romano-Punic War to Agncola’s campaigns in 
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North Britain in a.d. 78-85. This pacihcation and rudimentary educa¬ 
tion of Western Europe was, no doubt, a considerable achievement, in 
whatever historical perspective it is viewed. It is, inevitably, an achieve¬ 
ment of capital importance from a standpoint which sees the culmina¬ 
tion of all previous history in the present-day Western World;* for this 
Roman enterprise was the means by which the West was first brought 
within the field of any civilization. Yet these Roman activities in the 
West had little effect, and consequently made little impression, on the 
heart of the Hellenic World. Hellenes in the heart-land hardly noticed 
this enormous westward expansion of their world by Roman hands, and 
they were also little affected, and therefore hardly aware, when, in the 
fifth century of the Christian Era, this semi-civilized western fringe of 
the latter-day Hellenic World relapsed into the barbarism from which it 
had only recently and only partially been extricated. The loss of Sicily, 
Italy, and the North-West African region round Carthage that is now 
Tunisia did, no doubt, give a shock to the public in Alexandria, Antioch, 
and Ephesus, as well as to the Imperial C^vemment at Constantinople. 
The recession of civilization farther to the west can have made little 
difference to anyone living east of the Syrtes and the Adriatic. 

The perspective in which Rome has appeared to Greek-speaking 
Hellenes and Orientals and their successors since the last thirty years 
of the third century B.C., when Rome first began to make her power 
felt east of the Adriatic, is piquantly different from the perspective 
in which Rome appears to a modern Western historian; and this 
difference of oudook is an historical consequence of a differential 
Roman policy. 

Towards the west the Romans insisted on making their native Latin 
language the linguistic and literary medium for the transmission of the 
Hellenic culture that they themselves had drawn from a Greek fountain¬ 
head. They deliberately overlaid with Latin the Etruscan language 
north-west of the Tiber, the Caruanite language in North-West Africa, 
and the Greek language in its surviving bridgeheads along the coasts of 
Southern Italy. But, in revenge, the Greek langu^e half captured Rome 
itself from the second century B.c. to the third century of the Christian 
Era; and, with the one exception of Southern Italy, the Romans never 
deliberately attempted to dislodge the Greek language in favour of Latin 
in any country in which Greek had already established itself as the 
people's mother-tongue, or even merely as a lingua franca for purposes 
of public administration and private business. Even the island of 
SicUy, wedged in between an already Latinised Italy and a progressively 
Latinized North-West Africa, remained, through seven centuries of 
Roman rule, the Greek-sp^ing country that iht native interior as well 
as the Hellenic colonial fringe ^ong the coasts had come to be before 

* This point it mtde, from this standpoint, ^ Vogt in loc. cit. and by F. H. Underhill 
in The Canadian Hittorieal Reviaa, voi. xxxii, No. 3 (Sratember, xpci), pp. 201-19. 
Vogt suggests that the point has bem overlooked by me. It could hardly be overlooker 
by anyone who hu had s Western education, since Rome’s role as the layer of the founda- 
tiona for the subsequent Western Civilization is the £nt and last thing about Rome that 
is inpreated upon the mind of a Western school-child. I agree, of course, that the West 
owes this debt to Room, and I have not overlooked the point. It his, however, no rele¬ 
vance to the question of what Rome's relation to the Hellenic Civiliution was. 
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the date of the Roman conquest. In all regions, east of the Adriatic 
and the Syrtes, in which the Greek language had already established 
itself, the Roman Government accepted Greek, as a matter of course, as 
the administrative language of the world-state. In the Aegean and Levan¬ 
tine heartland of the Hellenic World, Greek, under the Roman regime, 
was officially on a par with Latin, and in practice it continued here to 
enjoy the almost exclusive currency for administrative and business 
purposes that it had previously enjoyed in the states founded by the 
successors of Alexander. When Thnwe, which Alexander’s successors 
had failed to hold and Hellenize, was eventually converted into a Roman 
province, the Roman Imperial Government chose Greek, not Latin, to be 
the linguistic medium for the tardy Hellenization of this obstinate out¬ 
post of barbarism. The only region, east of the Adriatic, in which Latin 
was allowed to propagate itself was the Balkan Peninsula beyond the 
northern borders of Thrace and Macedon; and this region-^osc to 
the heart of Hellas though it was—was still culturally virgin soil at the 
date of its annexation by the Emperor Augustus. 

In spite of the liberality of Rome’s linguistic policy the Greek- 
speaking intelligentsia was not reconciled to Roman rule till the age of 
enlightened Roman government extending from the reign of Nerva to 
the reign of Marcus Aurelius. And they did not begin to feel themselves 
to be Romans till after the world-wide grant of Roman citizenship in 
A.D. 212. East of the Adriatic the Latin language attained its maximum 
currency in and after the revolutionary convulsions in the third century 
of the Christian Era, when the Roman Empire and the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion were rescued from the jaws of destruction by Illyrian soldiers whose 
passport to civilization was the Latin language and who knew no Greek, 
unlike the cultivated Roman aristocrats whom they had superseded. 
In the fourth and fifth centuries of the Christian Era Latin was tem¬ 
porarily cultivated in the Levant for literary as well as for administrative 
use. It was used by the fourth-century Antiochene historian Am- 
mianus Marccllinus, and by the fifth-century Alexandrian poet Claudius 
Claudianus. But after the loss, in the fifth century, of ^1 the Latin- 
speaking provinces of the Empire except those in the Balkan Peninsula, 
the use or Latin east of the Adriatic soon evaporated even at Constan¬ 
tinople, with its imperial administrative bureaux and its Balkan Latin¬ 
speaking hinterland. The Emperor Justinian came from a district in 
Latin-speaking Dardania round the head-waters of the River Axius 
(Vardar); and he used the Latin language for his codification of Roman 
law. But even Justinian promulgated his own subsequent supplementary 
laws in Greek, in order to make them intelligible to the majority of his 
subjects; and Latin had almost ceased to be current in Constantinople 
before the end of the sixth century. 

The Greek-speaking Hellenes had no sooner accepted Rome than 
they absorbed her. After the conversion of the majority of the population 
of the world-state to Christianity, the famous and ancient word ‘Hellene’ 
inevitably changed its connotation. Previously it had meant someone 
inside the pale of the only true civilization, in contrast to a barbarian. 
Now it came to mean someone outside the pale of the only true religion, 
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in contrast to a Christian. Since Greek-speaking Christians could no 
longer call themselves Hellenes, they took to calling themselves Romans 
instead. The name ‘Roman* was unobjectionable, because it had not 
acquired the religious associations of the name ‘Hellene*. In the authen> 
tic popular form of the Modem Greek language, ‘Roman’ {Romedos, 
pronounced Romycs) still means today a Gre^-speaking Eastern 
Orthodox Christian, while ‘the Roman language’ {Ronuukd) means 
Modern Greek. In Italy today there is a province called Romagna, but 
the district that bears this name is not the country round the city of 
Rome: it is the country round the city of Ravenna, where the Greek- 
speaking Romans of Constantinople and Anatolia held a bridge-head 
for the Roman Empire against the Lombard invaders of Italy from a.d. 
568 to A.D. 750. 

The Muslims have taken their cue from the Greek-speaking Ortho¬ 
dox Christians. In the languages of the Islamic World ‘Rum’ means the 
Greek-speaking remnant of the Roman Empire that maintained itself 
after the Latin, Syriac, Coptic, and Armenian-speaking provinces had 
been lopped off by German and Arab barbarian invaders. Alexander the 
Great is known, in these languages, as a ‘Rumi’ by anticipation, or 
perhaps rather b^use, in Islamic, as in Modern Greek, eyes, ‘Roman’ 
just means ‘Greek*. As the successor of the Greek-speaking Roman 
emperors at Constantinople, the Ottoman Padishah was styled ‘the 
Qaysar-i-Rum’ (the Caesar of Rome);* and ‘millet-i-nim’ (the Roman 
nation) was the official name of the autonomous Eastern Orthodox 
Christian community within the Ottoman Empire. 

Thus conquered Greece did indeed take her ferocious Roman con¬ 
queror captive. She annexed him in the most complete way possible by 
identifying him outright with herself. The outstanding event in Rome’s 
history is Rome’s ab^rption by Hellenism, not the Hellenization of 
barbarian Western Europe by Rome through a Latin medium; and this 
is the perspective in which Rome’s history ought to be viewed and 
interpreted. Rome’s Hellenic destiny is portended in one of the earliest 
historical notices of her existence. A pupil of Plato’s and Aristotle’s, 
Heracleides Pontictis, reports, in a passage cited by Plutarch,* that ‘an 
Hellenic city called Rome*, which lay ‘somewhere in the direction of the 
Atlantic*, has been captured, according to nimour, by a horde of 
H^rborcans. This vague report is a faint echo of the historical capture 
of Rome by a Gallic war-band circa 390-383 b.c. ; but, in contrast to his 
general la<i of precision, the Hellenic scholar has got one point dear 
and correct. In calling Rome ‘an Hellenic dty’ he is telling the Ibnda- 
mental truth about her. 

I See p. tos. 

3 Plutarch^* lAft of CemiUut, chip, la, quoted in v, aia, footnote 3. 


XIII. THE CONFIGURATION OF SYRIAC 
HISTORY 


I. THE PROBLEM 

T he word ‘Syriac’ is commonly used as a label for a language, an 
alphabet, and a literature written in these. The S3niac language and 
alphabet are late phases of the Aramaic, and both developed out of the 
local Aramaic didect and script of North-Western Mesopotamia (Os- 
rhoene).’ On the other hand, the Syriac literature is a new departure* in 
as much as it shows few traces of its pre-Hellenic Aramaic past, while it 
has a partially Hellenic cultural ba^ground. Most of it is Christian, 
and this includes translations from the Greek Christian Fathers, as well 
as original works. Much of the rest consists of translations of Greek 
works of philosophy and science written in the Hellenic Age. 

In this book the word ‘Syriac’ has been borrowed to serve the dif¬ 
ferent purpose of labelling a civilization, approximately contemporary 
with the Hellenic, that originated in Syria.* Some distinctive word is 
required, and the word ‘Syrian’ has a primarily geographical connota¬ 
tion and is therefore applicable to Syria at any period of Syria’s history, 
from the time when the Earth’s suilace first arrived at its present con¬ 
figuration down to the present day. 

The Syria that was the original home of the ‘Syriac’ civilization is 
Syria in the broadest usage of the word: that is to say, the whole r^ion 
between the domain of the Egyptiac Civilization on the south-west and 
the domain of the Sumero-Akkadian Civilization on the south-east. 
Vts-^-vis Egypt the boundary is clearly marked by a stretch of desert, 
about a hundred miles broad, that insulates Rafa?Raphia), the south- 
westernmost habitable point in Greater Syria, from rclusium, the former 
fortress covering the north-easternmost corner of the Nile Delta. 
Vis-i-vu the Sumero-Akkadian World the boundary is vaguer; but 
Syria’s extreme limits in this direction can be defined as anyway exclud¬ 
ing the alluvial country in the lower basin of the rivers Tigris and 
Euphrates, and also the fertile rain-watered lands of Assyria, between the 
Tigris, in the latitude of the city of Mosul, and the sou^-wcstern rim of 
the Iranian plateau in this quarter. On the north the boundary of 
Greater Syria is well defined by the southern rim of the Armcnian- 
Anatolian plateau, which is continuous with the south-eastern rim of 
the Anatolian plateau. The upper basin of the River Tigris, as well as 
Commagen£ and Eastern (Lowland) Cilicia, would fall within the limits 
of Syria as thus defined. On the south, on the other hand, the boundary 
is indefinite. Here Syria melts into Arabia. The plateau of Gilead, in 
Transjordan, extends southward and south-eastward without a break, 
through Ammon, Moab, Midian, the HijSz, Asir, and the Yaman almost 
to within sight of Aden. The Syriac Civilization that, as I sec it, took 
shape in Greater Syria during the second half of the second millennium 

: 7Tu Archaeology of Palettau, pp. 202-3. 

) See i. 82, footnote 2. 
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B.c. subsequently spread all the way down this long south-eastward 
extension of Syria. This happened soon after the beginning of the last 
millennium B.c.,* to judge by recent estimates of the dates of the earliest 
inscriptions written in the South Arabian version of the Alphabet.* 
It will be seen that the Syria which was the original home of the 'S}rriac* 
Civilization is approximately coincident with the combined areas of 
the present states of Syria,* Lebanon, Jordan, and Israel, together with 
a strip of Southern Turkey, from Mersina eas^mds to the upper basin 
of the Tigris, and with a southern hinterland in Western Arabia. 

Some scholars do not admit that there was any unity in the civiliza¬ 
tion in Syria which was contemporary with the Hellenic Civilization in 
the Aegean area. This question is discussed at a later point in the pre¬ 
sent chapter.^ On the other hand, no scholar would deny that Syria in 
this age was the seat and source of civilizing enterprises and achieve¬ 
ments which—^whether unitary or multiple—^were in any case fruitful 
and potent. For example, it is impossible to trace the course of Hellenic 
history without rccogi^ing both the potency and the fate^lness, at 
almost every suge, of influences that played upon the Hellenic World 
from Syrian sources. In, if not before, the eighth century the Hellenes 
adopted from Syria the Phoenician invention of the Alphabet, including 
not only the shapes but the names of the Phoenician letters. From the 
eighth century onwards they entered into competition with the Phoeni¬ 
cians for the domination of the western basin of the Mediterranean, and 
this competition went on for more than 500 years, until the issue was 
finally decided in favour of Hellenism as a result of Rome's victories in 
the First and the Second Romano-Carthaginian War. In the seventh 
century Hellenic art drew inspiration from an 'Oriental' style that the 
Phoenicians transmitted to Hellas. 

The most fateful sii^le event in all Hellenic history was the ideolo¬ 
gical and religious colliuon, in Coele Syria in the second century B.c., 
between H^enism and Judaism. The Jewish anti-Hellenic resistance 
movement in Jud^ proved strong enough to overcome the attempt of 
the Judaean Jewish Hellenists, backed by the military and political 
power of the ^leudd Monarchy, to convert Judaea to Hellenism from 
its native Jewish tradition; and the encounter was fateful because the 
story did not end in Hellenism’s second-century cultural and political 
defeat. 'Hie political defeat was ephemeral; for the Judaean Jewish 
state which won its independence from the ^eucid Government first 
in 142-141 and finally in 129 B.c. became subject to Rome in 63 b.c., and 


11/ J*???’ ”2 • coi^uence of the domettication of the Anbian ctmel, which 

W. t . Mbnght, m Areha^^ and tht RAitutn oflsrasl, 4th e<L, p. *27. dttes between 
J * L W 00 the euthonty of R. WeU in the ZAtschri/t 

d^Df^d^Monenlant^^ GtuUtehaft, rol. xox (xMxjjPp.a^S*. SeeeUo Albrijht: 
k - , L c”* to 2nd ed.. pp. X65-6. intercoune between the 

“tewfied when a aea-route from the 
head of Chilf of Aoabth through the Red Sea to the Indian Ocean was opened—or 

■•<=• by Phoenician and Tudahite enterpriie. 
r AIbnght: Arcfuuology and tht RaUtUm of Itrad, 4th od., pp. s 6 -S 7 and 

225. In Qatabin the earlieat rock iiucriptiona may be dated about xooo b.c., Uiough the 
earlieit monumental maenpoont are thought to date only from the eighth coitury 

f. ’ Now a component of the United Arab Republic. 

• Un pp. 411-30. 
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Jewish nationalism in Palestine was eventually crushed—and 

this decisively—in the Romano>Jewish vtars of a.d. 66-70 and a.d. 
132-5. But conquered Judaea took its Hellenic conquerors captive on 
tlic religious plane. The Hellenic World was eventually converted to a 
religion of Jewish origin that was, and remained, essentially Judaic in 
its inspiration and its principles, notwithstanding its compromises with 
Hellenism in the fields of theology and visual art. And this conversion 
of the Hellenic World to Christianity ^vas the end of the Hellenic 
Civilization. As a result of the conversion, Hellenism lost its identity. 

2. RESULTS OP USING THE HELLENIC MODEL AS A KEY TO THE 
SOLUTION OP THE SYRIAC PROBLEM 

What was the configuration of the history of this Syriac Civilization 
which, whether unitary or multiple, unquestionably had a fateful 
influence on the course of Hellenic history ? In seeking to trace this I 
used the same Hellenic model' as in my attempts to identify oAer 
civilizations. In the early chapters of the story ^e courses of Syriac 
and Hellenic history seemed to me to run parallel, at least on the 
political plane. In the background of both histories there was an identical 
Vdlkerwanderung—the huge upheavel that racked the whole of the 
Levant during ^e fourteenth, thirteenth, and twelfth centuries b.c. 
After the dust raised by the feet of the migrants and conquerors had 
settled, the political configuration of the emergent civilizations in the 
Syriac and Hellenic worlds was similar. At this stage, when the history of 
both worlds begins to become clearer, we find ^em both divided up 
politically among a host of petty states. These states were constantly 
going to war with each other, yet their peoples displayed some con¬ 
sciousness of having a common culture, and, at moments of extreme 
peril firom powerful foreign aggressors, they temporarily put their local 
quarrels aside and made common cause to defend their threatened in¬ 
dependence. The Mesopotamian Aramaeans, who had pressed Assyria 
hard in the eleventh and tenth centuries b.c., were conquered and an¬ 
nexed by Assyria between 932 and 859 b.c. ;* and in 858-856 B.C. Assyria 
conquered and annexed the state of Bit Adini, which commanded the 
crossings of the Euphrates at its westward elbow, after defeating a 
coalition of North Syrian states that had attempted to save Bit Amni 
from its fate.^ But in 853 B.a the Assyrians’^t serious attempt to 
conquer Syria west of the Euphrates^ was foiled by the united forces of 
a coalition of Syrian states, ranging from Qu*c in the north-west to 
Ammon in the south-east, in which King Ahab of Israel served under 
the high command of his perennial rival and enemy the ICing of Damas¬ 
cus. This is a striking Syriac parallel to the Hellenic feat of foiling the 
Achaemenian Persian Empire’s attempt to conquer Continental Euro¬ 
pean Greece in 480-479 b.c., when the Athenians served under the high 
command of Sparta.^ 

I See i. 73. > See A. Dupont •Sommer: Let Aram^tHs, pp. 31-32. 

1 See ibid., p. 35. 

* TiaUth-Pileser I's march to the sea cirea 1060 s.c. had been no more than a raid. 

* The Assyrtana were more petaistent than the Persians in retumins to the charM. 
Shalmaneser III croaaed the Euphrates ajpiin in 849. 848, snd 845, but each time he 
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After that, however, the two histories look different courses. The 
Hellenes were never conquered by an alien power (Macedon and Rome 
were already more or less Hellenized before they imposed their political 
domination on other Hellenic states). The plane on which the Hellenic 
Civilization was eventually conquered and dissolved was the religious 
plane, not the political or the military. On the other hand the states of 
the Syriac World all lost their politic indep>endence to alien powers in 
and after the eighth century b.c., w'hen Assyria resumed her career of 
aggression with greater driving force than she had ever shown before. 
By the time of Assyria’s fall in 612 B.c. the only states in the Syriac 
World that had not been liquidated were Arvad (Aradus), Byblos, Tyre, 
Ekron, Ashdod, Ascalon, Gaza, and Judah; these had escaped only by 
alriect submission; and in the sixth century b.c. these, too, were swept 
off the board by one of the Assyrian Empire’s successor-states, the 
Neobabylonian Empire. This empire, in turn, including its subject 
peoples, was conquered and annexed in 538 b.c. by the Achaemenian 
Persian &npire. The colonial extension of the Syriac World in the 
western basin of the Mediterranean was the only part of it that remained 
politically independent after the sixth century b.c. Independence was 
preserved here by the sixth-century political unification of all the 
colonial Phoenician city-states under the hegemony of Carthage. The 
establishment of the Carthaginian Empire saved this colonial Canaan 
from being submerged under the tide of Hellenic colonial expansion. 
The Carthaginian l^pire was a great power in the Mediterranean for 
three hundr^ years. But it, too, eventually succumbed to Rome, and in 
146 B.c. Carthage itself was erased much more thoroughly than Judah 
had been in 587 or 586 B.c. 

What is one to make of the history of the Syriac Civilization after 
the disappearance of the states that had originally represented it on the 
political plane ? The loss of political independence was certainly not the 
end of the story. 

Judah, which was one of the original states of the Syriac World, and 
which lost its independence in 587/6 B.c, is still represented in the 
present-day world by a living community, the Jewish diaspori. The 
deportees from the extinguished Kingdom of Judah quickly discovered, 
in their Babylonian exile, how to keep their community in existence, not 
only without possessing a state of their own, but even without having a 
country in which they were in a local majority. The Jewish diaspord has 
maintained itself from that day to this. In the course of 2,500 years it has 
spread from Babylonia and Egypt, first over the Hellenic World, and 
then over the still wider areas of the Christian and Islamic worlds. And 
its fortunes have not been dependent on those of its country of origin. 
Twice, so far, in the course of subsequent history, the Jewish diaspord 
has re-esublished a Jewish community in Palestine: first in the Age of 
the Achaemenian Empire and then again in our own day. But the Jewish 
diaspori lived on when the Neo-Judaean Jewish community, founded 

•eems to have been foiled by the Mme coalition of Sviian ststea. In 841 and 834 he 
attacked the Kingdom of Oamaacus, but he foiled to capture the capit^ and to deatroy 
the Kingdom'a military power (ace A. Dupont-^mmer, op. cit, pp. 37-39). 
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under the aegis of the Achacmcnian regime, lost its independence to 
Rome in 63 B.c. after having won it from the Seleucid Monarchy in 
142-1 and 129 B.c.; and it lived on again when the Judaean Jewry was 
crushed in its hopdess trials of strength with Rome in a.d. 66-70 and 
A.D. 132-5. 

The survival of the Jews and Judaism is such a signal example of the 
continuance of the Syriac Civilization after the loss of political inde¬ 
pendence that it is apt to eclipse other examples that are hardly less 
remarkable. In North-West Africa, for instance, the Canaanite language, 
religion, and culture survived the destruction of Carthage and con¬ 
tinued to spread ever more widely among the native Berber population in 
an advancing wave with which the pursuing wave of Latinization never 
succeeded in catching up. Indeed, the Canaanite language—better 
known today as ‘Hebrew’*—may have held out longer than Latin did 
against the Arabic language that eventually replaced both Latin and 
Canaanite in North-West Africa after the Muslim Arab conquest.* Yet 
a thousand years before Canaanite became extinct in North-West Africa 
it had yielded in its Asiatic homeland to another of the languages of the 
Syriac World, Aramaic.* 

The fortunes of the Aramaic language and alphabet were made by the 
Assyrian conquest that wiped the Aramaic-speaking peoples’ as well as 

1 VVe think of the Canunite language aa being ‘Hebrew’ because by far the largeat, 
most important, and moat famous body of literature, written in it, that we possess is the 
collection of scriptures composed and preaerved by the peoplea of Israel and Judah and 
their heirs the Jews; and the Israelites were one of a ffroup of Hebrew peoples from the 
North Arabian steppe who had gained a foothold in south-East Syria in tne thirteenth 
century b.c. (other Hebrew peoples were the Edomites, Kenites, Moabites, and Am* 
monites). 

However, to call the Canaanite language ‘Hebrew' ia really misteading, since it is 
improbable that the Hebrews were already Canaanice>tpeaking when thoj^rse occupied 
those parts of Canaan in which we find them subsequently settled. The Canaanite 
Lan^age had been current in Canaan for something like two thousand years before the 
Hebrews' arrival (see W. F. Albright: Archatology and the Religion of Itreel, ^rh ed., 
p. 69); and it therefore seems probable that the H^rem learnt to speak Canaanite &om 
the native population whom they conquered and with whom they subsequently coalesced. 
The Hebrews themselves were part of a wave of Nomad or semi-Nonuid invaders which 
broke upon all the steppe-coaats of the Fertile Crescent during the centuries round about 
the turn of the aecond and the last millennium B.c. The wave broke in an arc, with the 
Hebrews on the south-west wing, the Chsldaeans on the south-east wing, and the 
Aramaeans in the centre. The Aramaeans penetrated farthest, and would appear to have 
been the most numerous people in the whole of this Vfilkerwanderung. We may conjec¬ 
ture that the Aramaic language, which the Aramaeans themselves retained alter their 
settlement, was the original language of the Hebrews too (A. Dupont-Sommer: Let 
Aramiens.pp. 81-82). According to the Israelite tradition, the Hebrew Patriarchs were 
kinsfolk of the Aramaeans and married Aramaean wives ^ibid., pp. i and Jacob 
hims^f ia called an Aramaean outright in the commemorative formula in Drat. xzvt. 5. 

The nomenclature of the political map of pon-VbIkerwanderung Syria suggests that, 
at the time of the incoming Hebrew and Aramaic tribes’ settlement, th^ were conscious 
of their unity. The Aramaean state astride the Amanus called Sam’U, meaning ‘the 
left-hand', i.e. ‘the North', has its ‘opposite number' in the Israelite tribe called Ben- 
Yaralo, meaning ‘^e right-hand', i.e. *the South’. It looks as if all the tribes that had 
broken out of uie desert into Syria between the north end of the Dead Sea and the 
south ^ce of the Taurus had originally constituted a atngle confederacy (see S. A. Cook 
in The Cambridge Ancient History, vol. iii (1925), p. 4 * 5 )- Sarn’ll’s proper name wm 
Ya’udi, which sounds u if it were the same wora as ‘Judu’ (see p. 421). 

If this is the truth, then the Jews were reverting, without knowing it, to the original 
language of their forefathers when they took to speaking Aramaic instead of Canaanite, 
as they did in the course of the Achaemenian Age. 

> See iii. 138, footnote 3. 

> See i. 80-81; v. 499-500; and vt. 70, footnote 3. 
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the CanaAnite-speaking peoples’ states off the political map. In the next 
chapter of the story ‘Aramaean merchants were replacing Phoenician 
traders, and a new Aramaic culture, composed of Canaanite and Neo- 
Assyrian with the latter dominant, was spreading rapidly over the West, 
strongly supported by Assyrian military power.** The conquered 
Aramaeans’ language and alphabet steadily guned ground on the con¬ 
quering Assyrians’ and Babylonians’ Akludian language and clumsy 
cuneiform script, till, by the first century of the Christian Era, these 
became extinct. Aramaic eventually became the vernacular language of 
the whole of the Fertile Crescent, including Palestine* and Phoenicia. 
In the fifth century B.c. Aramaic was spoken and written by the Jewish 
military colony at Elephantine, on the Ethiopian frontier of Egypt. 

As a Ungua franca for international o?mmerce, diplomacy, and public 
administration, Aramaic had a still wider currency in a standardized 
form comparable to the Attic Greek koin£ which served the same pur¬ 
pose in the same area in the Post-AIcxandrine Age. Before the end of 
the eighth century B.c. this Aramaic koinS had been substituted for the 
local dialect in the official inscriptions of the North-West Syrian state of 
Ya’udi (Sam’il).* An international language written in a simple script 
was a convenient instrument for the administration of a multi-national 
empire. A fresco dating from the Assyrian Age (ninth or eighth century 
B.c.) at Til-Barsip, the former capital of the Aramaean state of Bit 
Adini, astride the elbow of the Euphrates, shows a pair of secretaries 
standing side by side and taking notes, one on a day tablet (i.e. in 
cuneiform) and the other on a sheet of papyrus or parchment (i.e. in the 
Aramaic alphabet).* Towards the end of the eighth century B.c. an 
Assyrian high official, the rabshakeh, and the official representatives of 
the state of Judah could have communicated with each other in Aramaic, 
if the rabshakeh had not preferred to make his speech in Canaanite, in 
order to appeal, over the officials* heads, to the people—who, at this 
date, had not yet acquired the Aramaic language.’ An ostrakon found at 
Asshur, dating from about 650 B.C., is inscribed with a letter, written in 
the Aramaic koto/with a few Akkadianisms, from one Assyrian official to 
another. There are bilingual inscriptions in Aramaic and Akkadian 
datiM from the reigns of the Assyrian Kings Shalmaneser V, Sargon, 
and ^nnacherib (727-681 B.C.) and also from the time of the Neo- 
babylonian Empire.^ Before the end of the seventh century b.c. Aramaic 
had supplanted Akkadian for serving as the diplomatic language of 
South-West Asia and Egypt—a role which had been the Akkadian 
language’s for at least a ^ousand years. Aramaic is the language of a 
letter, written about 605 B.c. by a Phoenician King Adon to the King 
of Egypt, asking for help against the Babylonians.^ The Achaemenian 

> W. F. Albright: Archaeology and the Rdigkm ^Israel, 4th ed., p. x6i. 

* In Judah, CuMAnite wu not repltccd by Aramaic u the lo^ vernacular language 

until amr tho liauidatioo of the Kingdom in 587/6 B.c The Lachiah oatraka, which 
were written in the autumn of 589 B.c. (aee W. F. Albright, op. cit., p. 41), are alt in 
Canaanite (Dupont-Sommer, op. cit., p. 88). At Samaria, Aramaic waa replacing 
Canaanite in the Acbaememan Age. on the evidence of Amnaie inacriptiona on jara 
datuw from this period (ibid., p. 9a). J Oupont-Sommer. op. cit., p. 82. 

* Ibid., p. 84. s 2 Kinga xviii. 26-28. 

^ Dupont-Sommer, op. cit., pp. 86 and 89. ? Ibid., p. 89. 
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Imperial Government gave the Aramaic koini the status of an ofEdal 
language in all provinces of the Empire west of Iran, at any rate.* In 
Egypt. Persian officials used Aramaic in their correspondence both with 
Egyptians and with each other;* and Aramaic texts, dating from the 
Achaememan Age, have been found all over the country.* In the same 
age Aramaic appears in inscriptions and in coin-legends in Anatolia.* 
It is still more significant that about five hundred documents written in 
Aramaic have been found at Persepolis.* These conquests made by the 
Aramaic language were far outranged by those made by the Aramaic 
alphabet as an instrument for conveying non-Aramaic languages of many 
different families. The Aramaic alphabet spread eastwards across Iran 
to the Panjab, and also, via Central Asia, to the northern marches of 
China. At the present day it is used for writing the Mongol and Manchu 
languages.* 

This genius for not merely surviving, but actually prospering and 
expanding, after the loss of political independence is thus not something 
that is peculiar to the Jews and Judaism. All the other states of the 
Syriac World shared the political fate that overtook Judah in 587/6 b.c. ; 
and other disinherited Syriac peoples, besides the Jews, responded to 
this challenge triumphantly. There were, of course, some—notably the 
deportees from the Kingdom of Israel—who succumbed to adversity 
and lost their identity. Yet even the Israelites are still represented today 
by a few hundred Samaritans in the neighbourhood of NablQs in the 
former hill country of Ephraim. And on the whole, taking the Aramaeans 
and the colonial Phoenicians into account, as well as the Jews, we may 
conclude that the capacity for living and growing in diaspord was a 
distinctive common characteristic of the peoples tlut were partakers in 
the civilization or civilizations of the Synac World in and after the last 
millennium B.c. If we accept this conclusion, it raises a difficult his¬ 
torical question. Except for the Jews and the Samaritans, all the peoples 
of the original S5rriac World arc now extinct. No others survive, even in 
diaspord, today. How long, then, did the rest outlive the loss of their 
political independence ? And when did the Syriac Civilization as a whole 
lose its identity? 

In searching for answers to these questions in earlier volumes of this 
book, I applied my Hellenic model,^ as I had applied it in trying to 
elucidate the early chapters of Syriac history in wluch the states of the 
Syriac World had not yet lost Aeir independence. The configuration 
of the last phase of Hellenic history is clear. The warring local states of 
the Hellenic World were eventually united politically in a universal state. 
Within this unitary political framework, a higher religion, embodied in 
a universal church, had eventually converted to itself the whole poptila- 
tion of the Hellenic World before the universal state collapsed and fell a 
prey to barbarian invaders from beyond its frontiers. Could one put 
one’s finger on any parallel configuration which might give one the clue 

* Ibid., pp. 8o-do. * lbid.,pp. 9^-91. 

> Ibid., p. 9 *. * Ibid., p. 9 *. 

i The histonea of the Aramaic language and the Aramaic alplubet have been taken, 
in i. 79~8 z, aa duet to the expantion and the duration of the Syriac Civilization. 

* See i. 73. 
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for identifying the last phase of Syriac history? In other words, could 
one find, associated with each other in what had been the Syriac World, 
any counterparts of the Roman Empire, Christianity, and the barbarian ^} 
who eventually overran the Roman Empire's former territory? 

Christianity has a conspicuous counterpart in Islam. Both religions 
were derived from Judaism, and both parted company with Judaism in 
order to preach Judaic monotheism to the non-Jewish world. Islam 
developea and spread within the framework of the Caliphate under the 
Umayyad and ’Abbasid regimes; so, in this point at least, the Caliphate 
might be taken to be a counterpart of the Roman Empire. ’ Moreover, the 
Caliphate, like the Roman Empire, fell a prey to barbarian invaders in 
the end. The German, Sarmatian, Hun, Slav, Berber, and Arab invaders 
of the former domain of the Roman Empire have obvious counterparts 
in the Turkish, Mongol, Arab, Berber, and Frankish invaders of the 
former domain of the Caliphate.* If one provisionally took the post- 
'Abbasid Vdlkerwanderung, the Caliphate, and Islam, as being symp* 
toms of the last phase of Syriac history, could one then trace Syriac 
history back from this point to the time at which the local states of the 
early Syriac World had lost their independence?* If this were to prove 
possible, the application of the Hellenic model would have enabled one 
to identify the whole course of Syriac history. 

^Vhen, however, one recalled the immediate antecedents of the 
Caliphate, it was obvious that they were quite different from those of the 
Roman l^pire. The Roman Empire had united the Hellenic World 
politically by suppressing its warring local states; but the warring local 
states of the Syriac World had not been suppressed by the Caliphate. 
They had been suppressed by the Assyrian and Neobabylonian empires, 
twelve or thirteen hundred years before the Caliphate had come into 
existence. The Caliphate had established itself not, like the Roman 
Empire, by suppressing a considerable number of relatively small states, 
but by conquering the whole of one great state, the Sasanian Persian 
Empire, and the best part of another, the Roman Empire. So, in the 
immediate antecedents of the Roman Empire and of the Caliphate, there 
was no correspondence at all between Hellenic history and the history of 
the civilization to which Islam, the Caliphate, and the post-'Abbasid 
VfilkerwanderuM were to be attributed. 

At this point f recollected that it was, after all, improbable that the 
course of Syriac history had run parallel to the course of Hellenic history 
from beginnir^ to end, considering that the Syriac World had had an 

* K. D. Erdounn remarks (in ArehxttfOr KultJirga<hiehUt yyyin. Band, Hef( a (145X). 

f . 343) that lalam begins with a uniTersal state as well as with a religion. This i» true, 
ut it IS also true of Christianitr, as was noticed by a series of Christian apologists end 
theologians who were writing under the I^msn imperial regime. The Roman Empire 
was already serving, unconacioualy and unintenttonally, in its Pre>Co&atantinian Age as 
a political framework for the propagation of Christianity. We must agree with the 
Chriatian writen of that age in recognizing this as bong a matter of hiatoncal fact, even 
if we do not share their belief that the establishment of the Rman Empire in the 
generatten of Augustus was ordained by God's providence for the Christian Church's 
benefit. 

» See i. 73. 

) I have been criticized for thus arguing beckwarda from the Caliphate by F. Hampl 
in the Hut^risefu Ztiuehrift, Band 173, Heft 3 (1953), p. 461. 
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experience which the Hellenic World had been spared. The Syriac 
World had been overrun by Hellenic invaders in the generation of 
Alexander the Great, and this forcible Hellenic intrusion upon it had 
lasted in Syria itself for nearly a thousand years. The intruders had not 
been completely expelled till Alexander’s sweeping conquests in the 
fourth century b.c. had been finally annulled, in the seventh century of 
the Christian Era, by the sweeping counter-conquests of the Muslim 
Arabs.’ Perhaps it was conceivable that, during thb millennium of alien 
domination, the Syriac Civilization had kept itself alive underground, 
till at last it had emerged again on the religious plane in Islam and on the 
political plane in the Caliphate. If so, perhaps the Caliphate might be 
regarded as being a resumption of the Achaemenian Empire—a universal 
state in which the Syriac World had been united politically before 
Alexander’s assault had overthrown it.* The Achaemenian Empire, 
unlike the Caliphate, did stand in an historical relation to the warring 
local sutes of the early Syriac World that was comparable to the Roman 
Empire’s historical relation to the warring local states of the Hellenic 
World. The Achaemenian Empire had given the Syriac World, at last, 
the unity and peace that the A^yrian and Neobabylonian empires had 
failed to establish. So perhaps, after all, the course of Syriac history 
down to the beginning of the Hellenic intrusion on the Syriac World 
and the consequent break-up of the Achaemenian Empire in the fourth 
century B.c. did run parallel to the course of Hellenic histoiy down to, 
say, the temporary break-up of the Roman Empire in the third century 
of the Christian Era, and then eventually ran parallel to it again from the 
date of the final liquidation of the Hellenic intrusion onwards. On this 
analysis the Caliphate would be the belated counterpart, in Syriac 
history, of the Diocletianic and Constantinian Roman Empire in Hel¬ 
lenic history. 

This reading of Syriac history seemed to be supported by the con¬ 
figuration of Indian history and also by a series of events in the Syriac 
World itself during the age of the Hellenic Civilization’s intrusion on it. 

The eastward expansion of the Hellenic World initiated by Alexander 
did not hit the Syriac World alone; it also hit India; for, though 
Alexander’s own raid into India had no lasting effects, it was followed 
up, circa 183 B.c., by a more effective intrusion based on an Hellenic 
state that had established itself in the Oxus-Jaxartes Basin. This 
Bactrian Greek intrusion brought the Panjab, at least, and possibly a 
wider area in North-West India, under an Hellenic rule that lasted for 
about two hundred years, and the end of this Hellenic political regime 
in India was not the end of Hellenic cultural influence ^ere. The Bac¬ 
trian Greek wave of invasion was followed by a Eurasian Nomad wave— 
Sakas and Partho-Sakas and Kushans—^which lasted longer and pene¬ 
trated deeper into the Indian sub-continent. Though these Nomad 
invaders of India were Iranians, not Greeks, they were nevertheless 
Philhellenes. In occupying the Greeks’ former domain in Bactria and 
India, they had encountered Hellenism and had been attracted by it; 

> This chspter of Hellenic history has been discussed in i. 73 - 76 - 

* This interpretation of the Caliphate has been suggested in i. 
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and, in the Kushan Age (first to third century of the Christian Era) 
this original influence of local Hellenism upon them was reinforced by 
maritime intercourse between the Kushan Empire in India and the 
Roman Empire via Alexandria. Hellenism was, in fact, protected and 
fostered in India by the Kushans in somewhat the same way as it was 
by the Romans in the Levant. In India the Hellenic intrusion lasted for 
al^ut five hundred years. It was finally liquidated here in the fourth 
century of the Christian Era by the establishment of an Indian universal 
state, the Gupta Empire, and the Gupta Empire might be regarded as 
being a resumption of an earlier Indian universal state, the Mauiya 
Empire, whose collapse had opened the way for the Greek Prince of 
Bactria, Demetrius, to invade India circa 183 b.c.* 

The configuration of Indian history in this chapter, in which an 
Hellenic intrusion is both preceded and followed by a universal state, is 
evidently the same as the configuration of a chapter of history in South- 
West Asia and Egypt in which an Hellenic intrusion is likewise both 
preceded and followed by a universal state. This Indian parallel is 
Uluminatii^ for the interpretation of Syriac history. It has not ever been 
suggested, as far as I know, by any student of Indian history that the 
continuity of this was broken by the Hellenic intrusion, and that the 
period of Indian history following the intrusion is to be regarded as 
^ng the story of a different civilization from the one that was current 
in India during the period preceding the intrusion. Most students of 
Indian civilization seem to hold that this has been continuous from at 
least as early as the time of the arrival of the Aryas in India down to the 
present day. Some of them have been critical of my division of Indian 
history since the disappearance of the Indus Culture into the histories of 
two civilizations that I have distinguished from each other.^ But the 
event in the history of India which seemed to me to mark a break in its 
social and cultural continuity was not the intrusion of Hellenism into 
India; it was the victory of the Post-Buddhaic form of Hinduism over 
Buddhism in India during and after the Gupta Age, together with the 
contemporary Vdlkerwanderung of the Hun and Gurjara barbarians 
from Central Asia. In my interpretation of the Hellenic intrusion into 
India I never thought of dissenting from what may perhaps be called 
the orthodox view that the Pre-Hellenic Maurya period of Indian 
history and the Post-Hellenic Gupta period are chapters in the history 
of one and the same civilization. 

If, however, this is the agreed verdict in the case of the Hellenic 
episode in India, it seems inconsistent to pronounce a contrary verdict 
in the case of the Hellenic episode in the Syriac World. If the Hellenic 
incursion is held not to have nvade a caesura in Indian history, it seems 
illogical to hold that it made one in Syriac history nevertheless. It is true 
that in India the Hellenic intrusion lasted for only about half the time- 
span of its duration in South-West Asia and Egypt. It is also true that 
India is a more clearly pronounced and clearly demarcated geographical 
entity than Syria—and, a fortiori, than the Syriac World after its states 

< Thb chmter of Indiin history hu boon discussed in i. 85-86. 

* See p. 169, footnote 5. 
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had disappeared from the political map and after its culture had simuh 
taneously beeun to spread. But these are differences of degree only, not 
di6ferences of kind that might be expected to give different turns to the 
course of history. Accordingly, the consensus in favour of continuity in 
the Indian case docs call in question the validity of a dissenting verdict 
in the Syriac case. 

Moreover, the case for the continuity of history in South-West Asia 
and Emt from the Pre-Hellenic to the Post-Hellcmc chapter of the 
story does not rest solely on an analogy from the less obscure course of 
history in India. There is internal evidence for it as well. 

When we look back to the antecedents of the seventh-century 
eruption of Islam, which completed the expulsion of Hellenism from 
countries south-east of Taurus, we can sec that the Islamic reaction 
against Hellenism was the last and most successful one in a series that 
had punctuated the whole period of Hellenic ascendancy in this area. 
Though the Islamic reaction operated on the military and political as 
well as on the religious plane, it is manifest that it had precursors in the 
non-military Monophyslte and Nestorian Christian reactions against the 
'Melchite' Christian Church, the Greek language, and the Roman 
imperial regime. Measured in terms of relative effectiveness, this series 
of reactions is a crescendo movement; and, each time, the dominant 
Catholic Christian Roman regime found it more difficult to cope with 
the mounting opposition to it. When the Nestorians challenged its 
authority, it succeeded in expelling them from its dominions and forcing 
them to take asylum in the Sasanian Empire. When the Monophysites 
challenged its authority, it found them too numerous and too solidly 
united for it to be possible to expel them or even to prevent them from 
setting up a dissident ecclesiastical organization underground, but it 
was still able to maintain its own military and political control over the 
provinces in which the Monophysites were in a majority. When the 
Muslim Arabs attacked the Roman Empire, the imperial government 
was worsted. It soon had to give up the struggle to hold its Mono- 
physite provinces.* 

Moreover, this series of three reactions on an ascending scale of 
vigour was not an isolated episode. It was only the tail-end of a longer 
series stretching back in time to within less than a hundred years of the 
date of the conquest of South-West ^ia and Egypt by Alexander the 
Great. The first of these anti-Hellenic moves in the conquered countries 
was the occupation of the Seleucid Monarchy’s province of Parthia by 
a Eurasian Nomadic horde, the Pami, not much later than half way 
through the third century B.c. Before the end of the same century the 
Ptolemaic Monarchy began to lose control over its Egyptian subjects. 
In the second decade of the last century B.c., when lUng Tigranes of 
Armenia occupied the Seleucid Monarchy’s capital, Antioch, and when 
King Mithradates of Pontic Cappadocia pushed his way as far into 
Continental European Greece as the Achaemenian Emperor Xerxes 
had penetrated in 480-479 B.c., it looked for a moment as if the whole 
of Alexander’s achievement was on the point of being undone. At this 

1 This critetnio movement hts been noticed in ii. a86-8. 
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critical moment the Hellenic ascendancy in the Levant was given a new 
lease of life by the Romans,* who played here the part that the Kushans 
played, about a hundred years later, in India. The power of Rome was 
much greater than that of the Macedonian successor>states of the 
Achaemenian Empire into whose shoes Rome stepped; and, after Rome 
had ousted Tigranes and Mithradates, no opposition in the Levant was 
a match for her till, 500 years later, in the fifth century of the Christian 
Era, the struggle here was transferred to the religious plane. Yet Rome 
did not go undiallenged in the Levant during these Eve centuries of her 
ovenvhelming supremacy there. The Palestinian Jews, who had shaken 
off the Seleucid Monarchy’s control in the second century b.c. and had 
then lost their independence to Rome in 63 b.c., dared to measure their 
strength against Rome, though this with disastrous consequences for 
themselves, in a.d. 66-70 and again in A.D. 132-5. And, from the third 
century of the Christian Era onwards, Rome's hold on the portion of 
Alexander's conquests that she had savaged for Hellenism was chaJ' 
lenged repeatedly during the next four hundred years, though this 
wi^out any ultimate success, by the sluggish Parthian Empire’s dynamic 
Sasanid Persian successors.* 

Thus the Hellenic ascendancy in South-West Asia and Egypt met 
with constant opposition throughout all but the first ninety years of its 
millennium. Opposition implies the existence of an opponent; and, since 
the opposition to Hellenism extended, at one time or another, over most 
of the area over which the Syriac Civilization had previously expanded, 
this opposition is presumptive evidence that the Syriac Society was still 
in existence throughout this period. 

On the strength of these indications that the Syriac Civilization had 
survived the Hellenic intrusion, long-drawn-out though this had been, 
I analysed the structure of Syriac history in terms of my Hellenic model, 
though with an allowance for the difference in the course of Syriac 
history that the Hellenic intrusion had made. Looking back to the 
earlier chapters of the story, I found the beginning of a Syriac ‘time 
of troubles’ in the intensification of the fratricidal warfare between the 
local states of the Syriac World after the break-up, at Solomon’s death, 
of the South Syrian Empire that David had built. Even after Assyria 
had cast her shadow over the Syrian states west of the Euphrates, these 
continued to fight each other during the ever-shortening intervals 
between the successive Assyrian attacks; and, by weakening each other 
in this way, they facilitated the Assyrian and subsequent Babylonian 
conquest of them all. I found the end of the Syriac Civilization’s ‘time 
of troubles’ in the establishment of the Achaemenian Empire. This, as 
I saw it, served the Syriac World as its universal state. And I saw a 
resumption of this universal state in the Caliphate. The Achaemenian 
Empire had been overthrown by Alexander before it had had time to 
complete the social and cultural unification of its people and to enable a 
higher religion to make headway in convertii^ them. If the Achaemenian 

• See i. 75776. 

* The Jewish end Sessnisa PenUn chsllenaes to Rome hsve been noticed in U. 

285-6. 
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Empire had been allowed to reach the term of its natural expectation of 
life, either 2 k>roastrianism or Judaism might perhaps have played the 
part that was played later by Christianity and Islam. But, after the 
establishment of the Hellenic ascendancy over South-West Asia, 
Judaism and Zoroastrianism were diverted to serving as militant anti- 
Hellenic movements. Thus Alexander’s conquest Md overtaken the 
Achaemenian Empire before its historical task had been accomplished. 
And, after the expulsion of Hellenism from Syria and Egypt by the 
Arabs and the reunion of most of the dominions of the Achaemenian 
Empire in the Caliphate, this avatar of the Achaemenian Empire had 
(so it looked to me) taken up and completed the Achaemenian Em¬ 
pire’s uncompleted work. The re-established Syriac universal state 
had provided a political framework for the development and spread of 
a Syriac universal church in the shape of Islam. The subsequent 
decline of the Caliphate had been followed by a Vdlkerwanderung. 


3. REASONS FOR RECONSIDERING THESE RESULTS 

One obvious weak point in this analysis of the configuration of 
Syriac history is the implicit assumption that it must have had the same 
pattern as the configuration of Hellenic history, except for the difference 
arising from the Hellenic intrusion on the Syriac World. On reconsi¬ 
deration, I do not think that I was at fault in applying the Hellenic 
model as an instrument for trying to elucidate the structure of Syriac 
history. 1 do think, however, that I ought to have drawn a distinction, 
which I did not draw, between the use of a model for the purpose of 
exploration and the assumption—^which is undemonstrable and there¬ 
fore arbitrary—that the structure of the history of one civilization will 
prove to be reproduced in the structure of the history of another civiliza¬ 
tion. A recognition of this weakness in my construction of Syriac history 
counsels me now to take very serious account of the criticisms that this 
construction of mine has evoked.* Many of these criticisms have been 
vigorous, and some of them have been telling. In the light of them, I 
must reconsider the whole of my construction of Syriac history, point 
by point. 

This renewed inquiry can be handled most conveniently by breaking 
it up into the following questions: What was the historicsil background 
to the distinctive civilization or civilizations that emerged in Syria at 
some date during the last few centuries of the second millennium b.c. ? 
Was this new cultural configuration a single civilization or was it a 
cluster of two civilizations or perhaps more ? What was the extent of 
the Syriac Society’s expansion on ^e cultural plane after its loss of 
independence on the political plane; and, in particular, what was the 
history of the relations, at this stage, l^tween Syriac and Iranian culture 

I 7 ^e«e criticisms have been summarised by O. Anderle in an tmpublishcd paper. 
One point that has been criticaed particularly vigorously is my tiMOnent of the Arab 
CalipMte as being a reintegratioQ or retuniptioo of the Achaemenian Empire. See, for 
instance, W. H. McNeill in The InUnt of TevnAee’r Hista^: A Cooperatwe Apfraisai', 
G. E. von Grunebaum, ibid., the Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr., ibid. 
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and religion? After the Syriac Society’s loss of its political indcpcn* 
dencc, how far down through the ensuing centuries can we trace its 
cootiDuing history on non>political planes of activity, considering that 
no representatives of origir^ Syriac communities except the Jews and 
the Samaritans have survived right down to the present day? What are 
we to say to Spengicr’s hypothesis that, at about the beginning of the 
Christian Era, a new civilization—the ‘Magian’ Civilization, as he calls 
it—arose and made headway in South-West Asia and Egypt under an 
Hellenic camouflage that made it invisible ? Is this hypothesis illuminat¬ 
ing or is it an hallucination? If it has to be discarded, what were the 
real results of the Syriac Society’s encounter with the Hellenic Society? 
How arc Christianity and Islam related to the S]^iac Civilization How 
are the present-day Christian and Islamic civilizations related to the 
Syriac Civilization ? 

4. THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO THE HISTORY OF SYRIA IN 
THE LAST MILLENNIUM B.C. 

The civilization (whether unitary or multiple) that we find in Syria in 
the last millennium B.C. was not only contemporary with the Hellenic 
Civilization; it also displays some striking resemblances to it. In con¬ 
trast to the irrigational civilizations in the lower Tigris-Euphrates basin, 
the lower valley and the delta of the Nile, and the Indus basin, the 
Syriac World resembled the Hellenic World in depending on rain for 
the watering of its rare fields and in eking out its scanty agricultural 
resources by long-distance maritime enterprise. (Even the landlocked 
highland canton of Judah took the Phoenicians into partnership for 
opening up sea-borne trade with countries on the Indian Ocean as soon 
as Judan ^d acquired a south-sea port at Elath at the head of the Gulf 
of 'Aqabah.) The Syriac World in this age also resembled the Hellenic 
World in its poUti^ configuration. It too presents itself, when the 
curtain rises on its history, as a mosaic of small sovereign independent 
states. These Syriac stau^ets, like their Hellenic counterparts, were 
perennially at war with each other; and, though they occasionally made 
common cause against formidable aggressors from outside, they too 
were eventually extinguished, as the Hellenic statelets were, by empire- 
builders on the grand scale. 

Was the relation between the Syriac and Hellenic civilizations even 
closer than this? Was it a relation, not only of resemblance, but of 
affinity? In previous volumes of this book,‘ I suggested that the Syriac 
Civilization might prove to be the Hellenic Civilization’s ‘sister’, in the 
sense of being affiliated, as the Hellenic Civilization was, to the ante¬ 
cedent Minoan-Helladic-Mycenaean Civilization in the Aegean area. 
Indisputably the Minoan-Helladic-Mycenaean Civilization was one of 
the Syriac Civilization’s sources. From at least half-way through the 
second millennium B.C. onwards, until the Mycenaean Civilization 

» A. L. Krp«b«f find* ray previout ucouot of the rtletion of I*Um to the SyrUc 
Civilisation ambiguous {Thi Saturt q/ Cvlturt, p. 376). 

* In i. iea-3; u. 386. 
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foundered, Mtnoan-Helladic-Mycenacan cultural influences had been 
playing on the coast of Syria -with increasing intensity; and, after that, 
the VOlkerwanderung of the ‘Sea Peoples’, which had been set in motion 
soon after the beginning of the twelfth century B.c. by the Mycenaean 
Civilization’s last conviilsions, had deposited two peoples from the 
Aegean or from its hinterlands, the Zakl^u (Teucrians) and the Philis¬ 
tines, along the southernmost stretch of the Syrian coast, from the 
south side of Mount Carmel to the north-cast frontier of Egypt. These 
historical facts are impressive, and, when I was writing volume i of this 
book, I was also impressed by Sir Arthur Evans’ comecture that the 
linear Minoan scripts might turn out to be parents of the Phoenician 
alphabet.' At that time the Minoan, like the Mayan, Civilization stood at 
the zenith of its prestige, and it was easy to fall into the mistake of 
attributing to it a greater role in history than is attributed to it today 
in the light of the additional knowledge gained through the continu¬ 
ing progress of archaeological discovery. On reconsideration, I now 
think that I over-estimated the importance of the Minoan-Helladic- 
Mycenaean contribution to the civilization or civilizations that arose 
in Syria towards the end of the second miUennium B.C.* 

For example, Evans’ conjecture about the origin of the Phoenician 
Alphabet has now been put out of court by Vcntris’ decipherment of 
the Minoan 'Linear B’ script. This script turns out to be, after all, not 
alphabetic, but syllabic, and this discovery creates the assumption that 
'Linear A’, and the antecedent Minoan pictographic scripts, would 
prove to be syllabic too, if we were to succeed in deciphering these in 
turn. Meanwhile, scholars seem to be inclining towards the view that 
the script of the enigmatic Sinai inscriptions, whose date is at least 
as early as 1^00 b.c., is alphabetic, and that it is also an early form 
of the historic Phoenician alphabet.' Moreover, the Phoenicians at 
Ugarit, towards the north end of the Syrian coast, were writing, during 
the early years of the fourteenth century B.c.,* in an alphabet in which 
Sumero-Akkadian cuneiform characters were used to represent the 
letters. These clumsy notations of the letters of the Alphabet were after¬ 
wards driven out of currency by the simpler set of Phoenician letters, 
perhaps derived from the Sinaitic, that is the ancestor of all alphabets 
current today. It seems evident that the analysis of the sounds of human 
speech into their primary elements, which is the principle of an alpha¬ 
betic script, was an original invention of the Canaanites’, and that they 
were experimenting in the use of at least two different sets of characters 

I S«e i. 102, footnote 3; U. <0; ii. 386, footnote a. 

> I hive been cridciaed on thi* mund ay R. Coulborn in Toynbn and Htitory,p. 160; 
by M. Samuel: Th* Profmar ana Ou Fottii, pp. 56-64; end by A. R. Bum in History, 
February-October, 1950, p. 7. 

) Acconling to W. F. Albright in Tht Arthatology of Palettine (x949)> p. 1S8, the 
Sinaitic inacimtiona ‘prove to date from area 1500 B.C., and to be wnttw in a good 
Canaanite dialect’; and three abort inacriptiona, written in a Pre-Sinaitic alphabetic 
script and dating perhaps from 180^1500 b.c., have turned up at Geaer, Shcchem, and 
Lachish (ibid., pp. tSertoo). In Archatology and tho Religion of Israel, (i 9 S 6 )i 
p. 40, Albright maintauia his opinion that the Sinaitic script is aJphabecic and dates the 
sinai inscriptions 1800-1500 b.c. 

* According to Albright, The Archaeology of Ptdestine, p. 187, all datable texts found 
at Ugarit date from thenrst third of the fourteenth century b.c. Cp. cundem. Archaeology 
and the ReR^n of Israd, 4th ed., p. 38. 
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for conveying the Alphabet during the second half of the second mil¬ 
lennium B.c. There is no evidence to suggest that the Minoan scripts 
contributed in any way to this Canaanite achiev’ement. Indeed, their 
syllabic structure is good evidence that they had nothing to do with it. 

The Minoan-Helhdic-Mycenaean Civilization did play upon Syria 
during the latter half of the second millennium B.a‘ But its influence on 
S3Tia was slight compared with the Egyptiac Civilization’s, and slighter 
still compared with the Sumero-Akkadian Civilization’s. In Palestine, 
Mesopotamian ^.e. Sumerian] influence is manifest in the Esdraelon 
culture, which is dated in the last quarter of the fourth millennium 
B.C.* ‘The influence of Mesopotamia [i.e. Sumer and Akkad and Assyria] 
on Canaan was practically continuous during the last 3,000 years 
in Palestine, Middle Bronze Age I (twenty-first to nineteenth centuries 
B.c.) saw a ‘diffusion of the Syro-Mesopotamian culture of the period 
immediately preceding the Thurd Dynasty of Ur {circa 2070-1960 b.c.)’.* 
In Palestine in the l^te Bronze A^ (fourteenth and thirteenth cen¬ 
turies B.C.), among the five scripts 3 ien in use there side by side,* the 
Akkadian cuneiform was the script in common use, and the language 
that was written in cuneiform in Syria, as in Babylonia and Assyria, was 
also Akkadian,* not Canaanite-Amorite.'^ The Sumero-Akkadian Civili¬ 
zation was more potent in Syria than the Egyptiac Civilization was.* For 
instance, Canaanite religion had much closer ties with Sumero- 
Akkadian religion than it had with Egyptiac.* This is remarkable, con¬ 
sidering that Egypt was closer to Syria than Akkad ^vas geographically, 
and also considering that Syria was under Egyptian military and politi¬ 
cal control more frequently, and for loi^r periods at a time,** than she 

* L«Ce Mycentean pottery wu imported into Palatine orut 1400-2200 s.c. (Al- 
brifht. The ArAatolon^ Po/ertine, p. 90). 

* Albert: PVotK tna Stem Age to Ckrirtuadp, and ed., p. 144. 

* Albright: Archatolaiy and the Hthgion of Israel^ 4th ed., p. 44. 

* Albright: The Archaeolegy of PaUmm, p. 8e. 

* Ibid., p. loi. * Ibid., pp. ioa-3. 

7 Except for^loates in Cartaanite on tome of the Amama documents (W.O. E.Oaterley 
and T. H. Robimon: A HUtory Inael, voL i, p. 39). 

* Oaterley and Robinson, op. cit., vol. i, pp. 40-f. 

^ Albright: Arehaeehgy and the Pdifion tdltrtul, 4th ed., p. 44. 

>s An Egyptian Empire was atabUshed in Watem Palatine. Phoenicia, the Baqi*, and 
the oesis ot uamascui br the Pharaohs of the Twelfth Dyrxasty {circa 2991-178S B.c.). 
This empire did not outlive the Twelfth Dynasty itself; but thae parts of Syria were 
dominate by the material culture of the Cgyptuc Civilization throughout the Syro- 
Palatinian Middle Bronze Age IIA (i.e. the nineteenth and eighteenm centuria B.C.) 
^Ibri^t: The Archaeology of Pafertine, p. 85): and there was a brief ratoration of 
Egyptian political authority there drea 1750 (.c. (ibi^, p. 85). As ^ afield as Ugwt, on 
the northern stretch of the Syrian cout, and Qatna, in the mid^e reach of the Otonta 
Valley, there are traca of Egyptiac influeiice as fiir back as the nineteenth century B.c. 

(ibW., p. 8s). 

The Egyptian dominion in Syria in the Age of the New Empire of Egypt extended 
farther and lasted longer. Both Tbothma I and Tbothma III carried Egyptian arma up 
to the wat bank of the Euphrata at the river's watw^ elbow. And, though the nor¬ 
thern half of this dominion was lost to Egypt for ever in the time of Il^naton {regnabat 
circa i38»-i36a B.C.), his successors succoded in recovering territory in South Syria 
that wu approximately coextensive with the Twelfth Dynuty'a Syrian Empire. Even 
after the 'Sa Peopla’ had migrated, in force, through Syria u fv u the north-east 
comer of the Nile Delta in the early twelfth century B.c., the Egyptiaos managi^ to 
retain, or subaequently reoccupy, some of their Smth Syrian iortrosea. If T. H. 
Robinson is right in thinking that an Egyptian garrison held Bethshean till the Philistina 
occupied this fortien circa 1050 B.c. ^e« Oaterley and Robinson: A Hittory of Itrael, 
vol. 1, p. 133), the New Empire of Egypt's military and political bold on parts of Syria 
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was ever under the control of any power to the cast of her until, towards 
the end of the tenth century b.c., Assyria started on a course of westward 
expansion which, in spite of intermissions and set-backs, eventually 
brought almost all Syria under her rule. Yet the Egj'ptiac Civilization's 
influence on Syria was second only to the Sumero-Akkadian’s, and it 
was probably the older of the two. Intercourse between Egypt and 
Byblos seems to have begun soon after the establishment of the Egyp¬ 
tian United Kingdom;* and the Egyptian culture that made such a 
conspicuous impression on Byblos it^f must have penetrated from this 
bridgehead into the interior.* Anyway, Egyptiac, as well as Sumero- 
Akkadian, cultural influence in Syria was much greater than Minoan- 
Helladic-Mycenaean. 

Nor did the settlement of the Philistines and Teucrians in the Plain 
of Sharon in the early twelfth century b.c. make the Minoan-Hclladic- 
Mycenaean contribution to civilization in Syria the preponderant one. 
The migration of the ‘Sea Peoples’ was only one incident in the thir¬ 
teenth-century and twelfth-century VSlkerwanderung in the Levant. 
In falling upon and overthrowing ^e Khatti Empire on their way, the 
*Sea Peoples’ themselves had set in motion a southward migration 
of Hittite refugees. These reinforced, and perhaps extended, the Hittite 
settlements that had been planted in Northern Syria preriouslv. At 
any rate, Hamath, as well as Carchemish, was a Hittite sute in the Post- 
Volkerwanderung Age. But both the Hittite and the Philistine settle¬ 
ments in Syria were surpassed in extent by previous Hebrew and 
Aramaean settlements.* The Hebrews occupied Transjordan (Moab, 

luted sbout 420 yean, reckonina back to Thothmea Ill'a fint Syrian campai^, or 
perhapa as much u abenit 47^ yean, reckorving back to Thothmes I'a. Atbruht does not 
retain the Egyptian garrison in Bcthahean beyond the twelfth century a.c. (The Archato^ 
logy ^PalMint, p. ^). 

* The lut king of the Second Dynuty of Egypt is known to have sent offerings to 
Byblos (Albright: Prom th* Stont At* to Ckrittiamty, and ed., p. 158). 

* Egri>tian artefacts dating from the time of the Old Kingdom have been found et Ai 
(ibid^pp. 158 and 163). 

) The question of the date, or dates, of the Israelite settlements in Palestine is now 
no longer complicated by Cantang’s belief that, in his excavations at Jericho in 1930-6, 
he had identioed the walls that Ml for Joshua’s benefit. These particular walls hsve 
proved to date, rmt from the late, but from the early, Bronze Age, and the latest (i.e. 
topmost) Bronze Age strsta have been carried away by erosion. *The excavation of 
Jericho, therefore, hu thrown no light on the walls of Jericho of which the destruction 
is so vividly described in the Book of Joshua’ (K. Kenyon: Digging utjoricho, p. 263). 

H. H. Rowley holds that the accounts of the invuion of Palestine from the adjoining 
desert in the 'Amsmsh archives and in the Book of Joshua refer to two different sets of 
events {From Jot^h to ^sAuo, pp. 38-4^. He thinks that in the Pharaoh IJchnaton’a 
time {im^abat drea ttSo-i 3628.0.) the J^biru succeeded in occuwlng the hilt coun¬ 
tries of Galilee andjfudah, but failed to occupy the hill country of Ephraim (ibid., pp. 

110-12 and 164). The ’Aaeru (i.e. the Israelite tribe Asher) are mention^ as being 
already settled in Palestine in the time of the Pharaohs Seti I and Ramses II (ibid., po. 3. 
100, and X13). The archaeological evidence suggests that there was an occupation of the 
hill country of Ephraim in the second half of the thirteenth century B.c., and this may Im 
identified with the conquest trsditionally ascribed to Moses’ successor Joshua. There is 
strong evidence for a break in the continuity of history in Palestine m the thirteenth 
century (ibid., pp. 23 and X09). There is a consensus among the archaeologists that 
Bethel fell in the thirteenth century B.c. (ibid., p. X9), and that Lachish fell at some dste 
during the second half of that century (imd., pp. 17-18). The fall of Tell Beit Minim, 
which may be the Biblical Debit, seems to have been more or less contemponneoua with 
the fall of Lachish (ibid., p. xS). W. P. Albright dates the fall of Lachish tirea 1220 b.c. 
or s little later, and the fu of Bethel before the fall of Lachish, in From tht Ston* Age 
to Christuatity, and ed., p. 278. The Pharaoh Memeptah claims to have destroyed Israel, 
among his other echievements in his military expedition to Palestine and Syria. This 
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Ammon, Gilead), the Negeb (Edom), and, west of Jordan, the hill country 
of Ephraim and the hill country of Galilee (Naphthali, ^bulon, Asher). 
The Aramaeans occupied the Hawran and the Damascus oasis (later 
known as Aram par excellence), the BaqS* (Sobah), the Aleppo district 
(Bit Agushi and Bit Adini), and even the district round the present-day 
^njirli, astride the Northern Amanus (Ya'udi, alias Sam’al, meaning 
‘the left-hand’, i.e. ‘the North*).' There was another northerly Aramaean 
state called Musri (meaning ‘the border’)* whose exact location is, so 
far, unknown. The important Aramaean state called Bit Adini bestrode 
the elbow of the Euphrates; and other Aramaean peoples occupied the 
whole of Transeuphratean Syria, up to the north-western borders of 
Babylonia and the western borders of Assyria. Eastwards they crossed 
the Tigris, between Assyria and Babylonia, and occupied the steppes 
north-east of Babylonia up to the foot of the Iranian plateau. Noi^- 
eastwards they pushed their way into the upper basin of the Tieris 
(Bit Zamani). 

In the course of the last millennium b.c. these Aramaean setders in 
Syria, as we have seen,’ slowly but surely imposed their language on the 
Hittite and Philistine settlers, and also on the native Canaanltes and on 
the Aramaeans’ own Hebrew kinsmen, who had taken to speaking 
Canaanite after their settlement in the south-east of the Syriac World.^ 

It will be seen that the cultural heritage of the civilization or civiliza¬ 
tions in Syria with which the Hellenic Civilization was contemporary 
was both richer and older than the Hellenic Civilization’s was. Hellenism 
had little behind it beyond the Minoan-Helladic-Mycenaean Civiliza¬ 
tion, and the loss of the Minoan art of writing shows how great the 
breach of cultural continuity in the Aegean was at the time of the 
Post-Minoan Volkerwanderung. Contemporary civilization in Syria 
was the heir of four older civilizations: the Sumero-Akkadian, the 
Egypdac, the Minoan-Helladic-Mycenaean, and the Hittite. Civili¬ 
zation had reached a peak in Palestine in the third millennium b.c.’ At 
Jericho civilization was about twice as old as at any other hitherto 
explored site in the World. Perhaps we ought not to count the pre¬ 
pottery Neolithic culture of Jericho as being part of later Syria’s cul¬ 
tural heritage, since there seems to have been a complete bre^, even at 
Jericho itself, between this culture and its successors. Even so, the 
antiquity of civilization in Syria is comparable to its antiquity in 
Sumer and Egypt. 

It was not, however, till the later centuries of the second millennium 
B.c. that civilization in Syria became something distinctively Syriac. 
After the extinction of the pre-pottery Neolithic culture at Jericho, the 
Alphabet is the first original invention in Syria on which one can put 

expedttiMt—which Albright ditn eirea laip B.C. (op. dt., p. 25s)—was preatimtbly an 
abortive retaliation for the recently accompliabed lanelite occupation of ue hill country 
of Ephraim. 

On this evidence, the tecond Hebrew invaaion of Paleatine was the main one, and it 
took place about forty or fifty yean before the Philiatine and Teucrian occupation of the 
coast toutii of Mount Carmel. < See p. 397, fWtnote t. 

* See S. A. Cook in Tiu Caa^ridit AneUnt Butory, toL iii (1925), p. 425. 

3 See p. 397, footnote 1, and pp. 397-9. * S« p. 397, footnote x, above. 

i K. Renyon: Diigmg ^ Jtneko, p. 101. 



THE CONFIGURATION OF SYRIAC HISTORY 411 
one’s finger; and, in the field of art, Syria never achieved originality*— 
though, even so, the syncretism of Babylonic and Egyptiac art whi^ the 
Phoenicians introduced into the Hellenic World in the seventh century 
B.c. had an enormous influence there. Syria’s difficulty in achieving 
cultural origMity is perhaps partly accounted for by the very wealth of 
the cultural gifts that she had been receiving from all quarters since the 
third millennium B.c. ;* and, conversely, the eventual rise of a distinc¬ 
tive Syriac civilization or civilizations during the last half of the second 
millennium B.c. is no doubt partly accounted for by the relaxation, in 
that age, of the previous pressure on Syria from her two most potent 
neighbours.* 

The Sumero-Akkadian World fell into adversity when, in the eigh¬ 
teenth or seventeenth century b.c., the First Dynasty of Babylon 
decayed after the death of Hammurabi. Babylonia was then occupied 
by the Kassite barbarians from the Zagros highlands, while Assyria was 
encircled by the Mitanni barbarians from ^e Eurasian steppe; and, 
after a brief recovery in and after the fourteenth century B.c., A^yria 
was driven to the wall again by the thirteenth-century and twelfth- 
century Vdlkerwanderung. The Aramaeans now pressed upon her from 
the south-west, the Phrygians from the north-west, the Iranians from 
the east. It was not till towards the end of the tenth century that 
Assyria was able to start the counter-offensive that made her the 
mistress of the whole of the Fertile Crescent in the course of the next 
200 years. As for Egypt, she was exhausted by her hundred years’ war 
with the Hittites, and the last straw was the supreme effort that she 
made when the *Sea Peoples’ reached the Delta in 1188 B.c. She just 
succeeded in repulsing them, but she herself was left prostrate. Later 
Egyptian incursions into Syria in the tenth century and again in the 
seventh century B.c. were ineffectual. Thus from 1188 to 932 B.c. there 
was no great power within range of Syria.* This unprecedented relief 
from external pressure explains why a distinctive Syriac culture was 
able to flower in this age. The respite was only about two hundred and 
fifty years long, but Syria took advantage of it to make a permanent mark 
on mankind’s history. 


5. WAS THERE ONE ONLY, OR MORE THAN ONE, CIVILIZATION IN 
SYRIA IN THE LAST MILLENNIUM B.C.? 


No one disputes that in Syria, during and on the eve of the last 
millennium B.c., things were achieved that are evidence of the presence 
of high civilization there at the time, and are, indeed, among the greatest 
of mankind’s achievements up to date since civilization began. The 


* F. Hunpl, among otben, has made thia point (ace the HisUmtekt Znitehrifi, Band 
173, Heft 3 (195a), p. 453)- Albright tM>tea that the Samaria ivories of the ninth and 
eignth centuriea B.c. are entirely Egsrptiac in their ityle {The Archaeology of Palestine, 

^ * ^Ite failure of Syria to create a distinctive civilization of her own in the Hykaoa Age 
has bMn discussed in ii. sSS-pi. 
s This point has been made already in ii. 387^8. 

* See W. O. E. Oeaterley and T. H. Robinson: A History <tf Israel, vol. i, pp. 14T-3 
and 174-5. 
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Phoenician alphabet invented by the native Canaanite people of Syria 
before the arrival of the new-comers in the thirteenth and twelfth 
centuries B.a is the ancestor of all the systems of writing that are in use 
in the World today outside the domain of the Chinese characters in 
Eastern Asia. The contemporary domestication of the Arabian camel 
gave Man the mastery of the step^ and deserts, not only in the 
southern hinterland of the Fertile Crescent, but eventually in North 
Africa as well. The exploration of the western basin of the Mediterranean 
by the Phoenicians in and after the tenth century B.a* was crowned by 
the discovery of the Atlantic and thus led eventually to the discovery 
of the Americas by Transatlantic voyagers from the Old World. The 
revolutionary change in the conception of the nature of Yahwch, the 
god of Israel and Judah, which was started in these two countries in the 
eighth century b.c. by prophets of a new kind, was a first step towards 
Post-Exilic Jewish monotheism and hence towards Christian and Islamic 
monotheism as well. 

Are these achievements in Syria in this age to be attributed to a 
single civilization or to more than one ? They are heterogeneous, in the 
sense that they are achievements in different fields of activity. But this 
i* also t^e of the great achievements of the contemporary Hellenic 
Ci^^ation; and no one would think of denying the unity of the Hel- 
leruc Civilization on this account. Nor indeed is this the reason why the 
unity of the Syriac Civilization has been contested. The reason is an 
unwillingness to admit that Judaism and its antecedents, as far back as 
these can be traced in the histories of Judah and Israel, is a part of some 
larger whole and is therefore not something quite distinct, separate, and 
unique. It is the Canaanite-speaking peoples of Judah and Israel, not 
the non-Semitic-speaking Philistines and Hiltites, whom scholars of this 
school refuse to associate with the Canaanite Phoenicians. This position 
is put clearly by A. R. Bum: 

Tt is open to argument whether a distinctive "Syriac” Civilization, as 
opposed to several different civilizations of much interest and originality, 
ever eristed. There is as much difference between the cultures of the 
End Hebrews^ in spite of their kinship in blood End lEn^ud^e 

as between cither of them and that of the Hittites_The history of the 

Hebrews atone comes nearer to being "an intelligible field of study" than 
that of Syria at large; and, if we seek a larger field, there is no stopping- 
place short of the limits of the history of civilization in South-Western 
Asia from the Neolithic Age onwards.’* 


Bum is not alone in taking this view.^ Yet the thesis is suspect because 

,1,]! i*'** ** their overaeas realm auddenly, after 

the Philistines ^ bw crushed ^ David s victories over them in 990-080 a.a (Tht 

did k ivories found in Spain at Carmona, 

^ cemetery at Carthaae, a^ of the archaco^ 
^' r!?- *? 5 o -975 S.C. A ninth-century Phoenidan inscription 
r "^“t®**?**"*' »^th-c«ntury Phoenician tomb in Cyprus 
(ibidj, pp. xaa- 3 ). Cp. j^ehoMlogy and the Religion of Itrael, 4th ed., pp. 131-a, 

» Hutory, February-October, 1956, p. 6. ^ 

Israelites were not participants in a 
.rJ?*****®“ and the Fetsil, pp. 68-70); Rabbi J. B. that it 

makes link sense to spesk of Jewry as pert of the Syriac Civilisation' vol. 4, 
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it has not been arrived at exclusively by a disinterested and detached 
appraisal of the historical evidence. It is at least partly a corollary of the 
Jewish and Christian religious conviction that the Israelites’ god 
Yahweh is the One True God and that the Israelites and their heirs the 
Jews are—or were—His ‘Chosen People’.* Scholars with a Jewish or 
Christian background who do not hold this conviction may still remain 
under the influence of the interpretation of history to which their 
ancestral religious outlook has given rise. They may find it difficult to 
break away from the habit of reading back into the age of Moses, or 
even of Abraham, conceptions of the nature of the Israelites’ god and of 
the status of the Israelites themselves which did not begin to take shape 
before the eighth century b.c., and did not reach their ^al shape till 
they had passed through many stages of gradual evolution, according to 
the picture presented by a critical sifting of the historical evidence. 

In truth, of course, a thing need not always have been what it has 
eventually become. Indeed, it is impossible that anything within human 
experience should have had an unchanging identity since an infinitely 
long time ago, if it is true that this planet and everything on it and all the 
rest of the cosmos within an astronomer’s ken is a metamorphosis of 
some primaeval nebula. The concept of unchangingness is chimerical; 
but it is attractive to human minds for two reasons. One reason is that 
change—i.e. the emergence of something new—cannot be expressed in 
logical terms and is therefore intellectually incomprehensible,^ how> 
ever forcibly its reality may be attested by experience. The other 
reason for the widespread unwillingness to acknowledge the reality of 
change is the notion that one is bemg disrespectful to what is worthy 
of respect if one admits that it can have emerged, in the course of time, 
out of something inferior to itself. This notion is surely the exact 
opposite of the truth; for in truth nothing is so remarkable or sublime 
as the fact of rising, or raising oneself, from a lower level to a higher 
one; and therefore the recognition that some thing or person has 
achieved this feat, so far from being insulting, is the greatest honour that 
one can pay to him or it. 

If this is the truth, it is neither blasphemous towards the Jewish- 
Christian-Muslim One True God (if one believes in His reality) nor 
derogatory to the prophets of Israel and Judah and their Jewish, 
Christian, and Mushm successors to hold that the present Judaic con¬ 
ception of God—^whether revealed by God or discovered by Man pro¬ 
gressively—is so much higher than the picture of Yahweh presented in 
the earliest strata of the Israelitish scriptures that we should hardly 
guess that there was any connexion betv^een the two pictures if we were 

No. 4 (Fall, 1955), p. 320), and that, indeed, there waa no such thiM at a Syriac CiTtllza- 
tion, though we progreas of archaeology is bringing to Ught the Canaanite background 
of the origins or Israelite culture (Tna National Jetoith Monthly, November, 1936, 
pp. 4t-4a); K. D. Erdmann that Tewith histoir cannot be expressed in terms of Svnac 
{Arehiv fOr Kulturgttchiehu, xxxiii. Band. Heft a (x 9 Sx)> P- ^ 44 ): !• Talmon that a 
wider Syriac context ia hardly relevant to Jewish history (Comnuntary, July, t 9 S 7 > p. 7 )| 
F. Hampl that I ought to have discriminated between the monotheistic Israditca ana 
theirjMO^eistic neighbours (tht Historitefu Zoitsehri/t, Band 173, Heft 3 (1053), 0.452). 

> The official Chnstian belief is that the Jews fc^eited this privilege tnrougn their 
refusal to recognize Jesus as being the Mesalab and the Son of God, and that the role 
then passed to the Christian Church. * See pp. 253-4. 
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not informed, by a continuous chain of historical evidence, that the 
later picture has, in fact, grown out of the earlier one.* As for the 
distinctiveness of Judaism, this has been manifest since the conversion 
of the western end of the Old World to Christianity and Islam; for, 
since then, Judaism has been the only other religion of any account 
that has survived to the west of India; but a recognition of the fact 
that Judaism had become a distinctive religion by this date docs not 
commit one to having to believe, in consequence, that the religion of 
Israel must have been distinctive in the ninth or in the thirteenth cen> 
tury B.C, Similarly, we may recognize that the Jewish people has dis¬ 
tinguished itself by having contrived to survive in diaspori for 2,500 
years, up to date, after having; lost its state and counter in Palestine in 
the sixth century B.C. ; but this, again, does not commit us to having to 
believe that Judah was already peculiar when she was in existence as a 
statelet rubbing shoulders wi& Edom, Moab, Ammon, Israel, and the 
five Philistine city-states. Nor does it commit us to having to believe 
that the Jewish diaspori is as peculiar today as it may have been at an 
earlier stage of its already long history. The Jewish diaspora may have 
been the earliest community to discover how to maintain itself in exis¬ 
tence after having been uprooted; but in the meantime this pioneer 
achievement has proved to be ‘the wave of the future’.* 

In this historic^ perspective the peculiarity of the Post-Exilic Jewish 
diaspori, like the distinctiveness of Post-Exilic Judaism, looks as if it 
were no more than a passing phase. Distinctiveness was not an original 
characteristic of either the people or its religion; for their present 
distinctiveness can be seen to have originated in particular social and 
religious innovations that are of relatively recent date; and it is not a 
permanently acquired characteristic; for the monotheism that is the 
essence of Judaism has already become the religion of half the World 
in its Christian and Islamic versions, while the social structure that is 
characteristic of the Jewish diaspori seems to be now on the way to 
becoming the standard pattern for all mankind. 

The Jews themselves have never maintained that the division between 
gentiles and Jews, and the correspondir^ e^lf between the worship of 
false gods and the worship of the One Tnie God, goes back to the 
beginning of time. They do not trace this dichotomy of mankind and 
its religion back to Adam, or even to Noah, but only to Abraham; and 
they do not date earlier than the time of Moses the covenant bettiveen 
Yahweh and Israel in which Yahweh is believed to have chosen Israel 
to be his people, and Israel to have adopted Yahweh to be its god.* 
Yahweh is tacitly identified with the god of the Israelites’ forefathers, 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.^ Yet, according to the account given by 

’ See pp. 4S8-96. a See pp. 209-17 and 4&4. 

f For aO that we know, the god of the Covenant may originally have been, not Yah- 
weh, but a pre-Hebrew 'Baal Berith' at Sbechem (aee p. 420, footnote 3, and pp. 489-90), 
whew, according to the Book of Joahua, chap, xxiv, the laneUtea pledged themaehrea to 
their aod after the coimletion of their conquest of Canaan (aee H. H. Rowley: 
to Jotnua, pp. t»5-9, for • full diacuaaioo of this). 

* Can the Hebrew Patriarcha' god be identified ? T. H. Robinson points out that both 
Ur and Harran wew seats of the worship of the Sumero-Akkadian moon-god whom tlw 
Akkadia n s called Sin, and be coruectuiea that this god's name may be contained in the 
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two of the three oldest main sources of the Pentateuch,* even in the 
assiduously revised form in which we now have it, the Israelites did not 
know Yahweh’s name before he revealed himself to Moses and com¬ 
missioned Moses to be his messenger to them.* 

Down to this point the traditional Jewish account of the relations 
between Yahweh and Israel and between the Israelites and the rest of 
mankind represents these as having developed progressively. The 
anonymous god who has called Abraham reveals his name to Abraham’s 
descendants at Sinai. The children of Israel, who at Sinai become 
Yahweh’s ‘Chosen People', are kinsmen, through Isaac, of the children 
of Esau; through Abraham, of the children of Ishmael; and, through 
Terah, of the children of Lot. Through Noah's son Shem (‘the name’) 
they are kinsmen of all the other Hebrew and Aramaean peoples who 
erupted out of Arabia into the Fertile Crescent in the Vfilkerwanderung 
of the thirteenth and twelfth centuries B.c. On the other hand, it is the 
official Jewish view that the whole of the Pentateuch, and this in the 
form in which we now have it, was revealed by Yahweh at Sinai to 
Moses, together with an accompanying revelation that was not com¬ 
mitted to writing but was transmitted orally.* It is also the official view 
that this Mosaic revelation was, and is, definitive.^ The rest of the 
Torah (Yahweh’s teaching, known by Christians as ‘the Old Testa¬ 
ment’) is officially held to be, not only consistent with the Pentateuch, 
but alro demonstrably implicit in it, when the two bodies of scripture 
are interpreted in the light of the traditional unwritten revelation. The 

n«me of Mount Sinai (W. O. E. Oettariev and T. H. Robiruon: A History oj Israel, 
vol. i, p. 90). This cotyecture la rejected oy W. F. Albright (J^m the Stone Age to 
Christumity, and ed., p. 26^. 

I £ and r as opposed to T(Oesterley and Robinson, op. cit., voi. i, p. 83). 

> Robinson sug^ts (ibid., p. 8a) that the god who spoke to Motes from the burning 
bush was the god of the priest in Midian whose daughter Moses had married. He sug^u 
that Yahweh was a Midianite or Kenite god (ibid., p. 88). Yahweh was a fire-sod, and the 
Kenites were smiths (ibid., p. 9a). This is also H. H. Rowley’s view (see rrom^ieph 
to jothua, pp. 149-56). Rowley points out (ibid., p. 15a) that Jethro and Moses' 
brother-in-law Hobab are both called Midianites as well as rCenitcs. 

Albright finds Egyptian elementa in Yahweh-worship. He suggests tbst the word 
‘Yshwen’ itself mty originally have been the first word in a formula meaning 'He causes 
to be what comes into existence’; and he points out that this formula occurs in Egyptian 
religious texts of the second millennium b.c., e.g. a hymn to Amun (Fiom the Stone Age 
to Christianity, and ed., p. 261). He also points out (ibid., p. 370) that ‘sblyet’, the 
Egyptian rume for Ikhnaton'a monotheistic doctrine, haa the same meaning, i.e. 
‘teaching’, as the Hebrew word ’torah’. 

Believing, as he does, that Moses was a monotheist in the full sense of the word (see, 
for instance, his Archaeology and the Relig^ Isrcsel, 4th ed., p. 96), Albright conjec¬ 
tures that he may have derived from Egyptiac sources the concMU that Yahweh was ^e 
sole creator, the sole god in the Universe, and the master of the whole of it (ibid., 
p. 370). It IS credible that Ikhnston’s monotheism might have infiuenced the Kenite 
and Midianite barbarians on or just b^nd the south-eastern fringe of the Egwtian New 
Empire’s dominions in Syria. It is also credible that a new religion which, in Egypt, bad 
been invented end imposed bv a sovereign, and which did not, there, outlast its author’s 
lifetime, should have survivra, outside Egypt, among non-Egyptian volunta^ conmrts. 
The Drus religion, invented bjr the Fatimid Caliph of Emrpt, HIkim bi amr illih 
{,impertibai A.D. 996^1020), survives today in Syria and the^bimoo, more than nine 
hundred yean alter its death in Egypt, where it med tnth HIkim himself. If the Yehweh- 
vronhip that Moses found in vogue among the Kenitea and Midianites was an echo of 
Atonism, and if Moses himself was bom and broiuht up in Egypt, he muht have been 
predisposed in this originally Egyptian religion’s lavour by some echo 01 it that might 
have come to his ean in Egypt when he was a child. 

All this, however, is sheer coi\jecture. 

* See pp. 506 and 508. 


4 See p. $06. 
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rules of conduct implicitly prescribed in the Torah have been elicited in 
the halachoih (formulations that have been approved by a consensus of 
the recognized rabbinical authorities);' the Imlachoth have been codihcd 
in the l^shnah; and the Mishnah h^ been expounded in the Gemara.^ 
The Talmud (i.e. the Mishnah plus the Gemara) and the Torah con¬ 
stitute a monolithic unity. The core of the monolith and the principle 
of its unity is to be found in the Pentateuch. 

Thus the official Jewish view is that the Jewish religion and the 
Jewish people have been what they now are ever since the time of 
Moses. But this thesis is incompatible with known historical facts, 
many of them attested by the internal evidence of the Jewish scriptures 
themselves. Moses may be an historical character;’ but, even if he is 
not legendary, his alleged literary work is. A critical analysis of the 
Pentateuch shows that it is a composite work; that each of the books in 
which it is now arranged has b^n spliced together out of pieces of 
older written documents; and that these sources are not older than the 
ninth century B.C., or the tenth century at the earliest.* 

Moses is not mentioned in connexion with the Torah by the eighth- 
century prophets of Israel and Judah. They used the word ‘torah’ as a 
name for their own utterances.’ The first authority to ascribe the 
authorship of the Torah to Moses was Ezra,^ who went on his mission 
from Babylonia to Judaea in either 458 or 397 B.c.^ The canon of the 
Torah was probably not fixed and closed till after the Romano-Jewish 
war of A.D. 66-70.® The composition of the whole corpus of authorita¬ 
tive Jewish religious literature, from the earliest strata of the Torah 
to the final form of the Babylonian Talmud, was a long-drawn-out 
process. Its time-span may he not less than fourteen hundred years 
{circa 925 B.C.-A.D. 475). 

It would be surprising if, in the course of this long period, there had 
been no changes in the religious conceptions, outlook, and beliefs of 
the Israelites and their Jewish heirs. In truth, there were great and con¬ 
tinuous changes from the days of the eighth-century prophets onwards; 
the changes introduced by the Pre-Exilic prophets themselves were 
both revolutionary and creative; the subsequent changes associated with 

I See pp. 508-9. * See pp. 480, 488, end 508. 

) One piece of presumptive evidence for the historicity of Moees is nts name. This 
looks like the oecond half of sn Egypden compound meopboric nune of the type 
Ahmoec, Tutmoee, Ramose, GraecisM as Rameasea or Ramsea (aee W. O. E. Oesterley 
and T. H. Robinson: AUirtory of Itrad, vol. i, p. 8t). The Isn^tea would haHiy have 
siven an Egyptian name to their national hero if he was not an authentic historical 
hgurc by whom this name bad actually been borne. On the other hand, if their historical 
leader <&d bear an E^dan compound theophoric name, they might well have docked 
the name, letrotpecovdy, of ia first elenoent, since this would have been the name of 
soRve Egyptian god. Robinson (in loe. eit., p. 8x, footnote 4) conjectures that the story 
of preoervation of the infant Moses' life nuv have been transferred to the Israelite 
nadonal hero from the Egyptian national here Anmoae. In the origin*! Egyptian version 
of the story the wricked Phsnoh would have been a H^caoa king, not one of the Hylnoe' 
itative Egyptian xenophobe tuccesaors. 

Albright points out that, in the House of Aaron, Egyptian personal names were in use 
for at kMt two hundred years sfter Moses' probable date: e.g. the namea of ^i’s two 
sons, Hophni and Pinehaa. Pinehas means Pi-nehase: 'the Nubian' (From th* Sutu Agt 
to Chrittiamni, and ed., pp. 254 and 282.) 4 See p. eo6. 

* G. F. Moore: Judoim in the Pint Cenfuricf 0/ the Christian Era, vol. i, p. 203. 

^ R. Tnvers Herford: The Pharisees, p. 55. ) See p. 484, footnote 2. 

* See p. 480. 
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the names of Ezekiel, Ezra, and the Pharisees, if not equally creative, 
were equally revolutionary (e.g. the Pharisees’ postulate that, besides the 
written revelation to Moses, there must have been an oral one repre¬ 
sented by traditions still alive in their day). These changes were the 
product of spiritual travail that was a response to shattering experiences: 
the eighth-century social revolution and Assyrian conquest; the sixth- 
century deportation to Babylonia; the second-century collision with 
Hellenism; and the two disastrous wars with the Romans in a.d. 66-70 
and A.D. 132-5. Judaism and the Jewish people, as we know them now, 
are products of these experiences in and after the eighth century b.c. 
The official Jewish thesis that they have been what they now are since 
a Mosaic Age, before the Israelites’ settlement in Palestine in the 
thirteenth century b.c., is not only irreconcilable with the historical 
evidence; it makes the course of Israelite and Jewish history since that 
date unintelligible. Accordingly, we must put this official Jewish thesis 
out of our minds in considering the question whether the civilization 
that emerged in Syria after the dust of this Vdlkerwanderung had 
settled was multiple or unitary. 

There are at least three cogent pieces of evidence which indicate that, 
whatever may have happened to the Aramaeans, Philistines, and Hittites 
after their settlement in Syria at this time, the Israelites, at any rate, 
mixed with the older inhabitants of the country that they occupied. In 
the first place the Israelites went over from a nomadic or semi-nomadic 
way of life to agriculture; and, since agriculture was (and, even now, to 
some extent still is) a religious activity as well as an economic one, they 
adopted the indigenous agricultural religious rites and festivals. Since 
the earliest times after the Israelites’ settlement to which their own 
historical records go back, we find this Canaanite religious practice 
associated with the worship of the god Yahweh^ which, according to 
their tradition, they brought in with them. In the second place the 
Israelites took to speaking the indigenous Canaanite language,‘ and this 
so rapidly that, perhaps before the end of the tenth century B.c., they 
were already writing magnificent literary works in the borrowed lan¬ 
guage that, in virtue of these monuments of it, we call ‘Hebrew’. This 
swift and thorough change of language indicates that the settlers and the 
early generations of their descendants must have made a frequent 
practice of marrying Canaanite women. In the third place the Israelites 
acquired the physiognomy that is now associated wiffi Jews in Western 
minds, though it is at least as characteristic of present-day Armenians 
and Anatolian Turks, and also of the As83rrians in the first half of the last 
millennium B.c. as these have portrayed themselves on bas reliefs and 
in statues. Neither the Assyrians nor ffie Jews’ forefathers, the people of 
Judah, can have brought this physiognomy with them from their original 
home in Arabia; for the characteristic physiognomy of the present-day 
Semitic-speaking inhabitants of Arabia is not ‘Jewish’ but Mediter¬ 
ranean. The people of Judah must have acquired the ‘Jewish’ ph;^o- 
gnomy in P^estine, after their settlement there; and this acquisition 

> See Oesterl^ and Robinson: A History of Jsratl, vol. i, pp. 267-8. 

* See p. 397, iMcnote z. 
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of an exotic physiognomy is another indication of inter-marriage with 
older elements in the popiilation that had come in, not from Arabia, 
but from what is now Eastern Turkey.* We know of two waves of im¬ 
migration that had entered Syria from the north before the Israelites' 
arrival there: a Hurrian wave in the eighteenth or seventeenth century 
B.C.* and a Hittite wave in the fourteenth century. The Hurrian wave 
was evidently a big one,^ and the subsequent Hittite wave was rein¬ 
forced, soon after the Israelites’ arrival, by Hittite refugees driven out 
of Anatolia by the ‘Sea Peoples’ who had overthrown the Rhatti Empire 
and by the Phrygians who had Hooded into Anatolia in the Sea Peoples’ 
wake. A memory of the Israelite settlers’ racial fusion, in Palestine, 
with Amorites* and Hittites is preserved in Ezekiel’s taunt: 'the 
Amorite was thy fethcr, and thy mother was a Hittite’.* 

Let us now try to look, without Jewish-Christian prepossessions, at 
the course of history in Syria from the time of the VdUterwanderung 
of the Aramaeans and Hebrews and Philistines^ down to the later 
decades of the eighth century b.c., when the majority of the Syrian 
states west of Euphrates were extinguished, as those east of the river had 
been in the ninth century, by the -^Syrians. We shall find that the plot 
of the historical drama during this period is the same in Syria as in the 
contemporary Hellenic World. In a world in which society has been 
broken up, and civilization set back, by the impact of the VSlkerwan- 
dening, a new social unity and a new civilization emerge. The main 
source of both is the remnant of a previous society that has survived the 
devastating experience of being invaded and overrun and has salvaged 
enough of its cultural heritage to provide the nucleus for the creation 
of a new culture which is the common achievement and possession of 
all elements, old and new, in the population. 

Albright points out that there was a major break in the continuity 
of Canaanite history in the thirteenth and twelfth centuries B.c. Within 
a span of only fifty years (? circa 1230-1x80 b.c.), the Canaanites lost 
over nine-tenths of their former territory to the Aramaeans, Hebrews, 


* S«e W. O. E. Oetterley tnd T. H. Robiiuon: A History ^ Israel, vol. i, pp. 41 and 46. 

* For the Hurriana, aoe, amooa othen, W. P. Albrifiht: The Archaeology ofPalestiMt. 
pp. 183-4. The Hurriana are the Biblical 'Horitea'. Tliia name has been preaervea 
correct^ in the Septuagiot Greek text, but hai been corrupted to ‘Hivitea* in the caiMot- 
cal Hebrew text, owisf to the similarifr of the leners R and W in the ‘tquare* form of the 
Aramaic alphabet which the Jewa eventually adopted for the writing of Hebrew (ie. 
Canaanite). 

* In record! dating from the period circa 2000-1750 B.c. all pcnonal names in Syria 
south of Csrchexnish are exclusively Canainite or Amorite. When, efter a break corre¬ 
sponding to the Hykaof Age, the records begin again in the time of the New Empm of 
Egypt, there are Indo-European and Hurrian personal names, too, in this region. ‘There 
mutt have been a great barbarian imiptioxi frtm the north-eaat into the Fertile Crescent 
in the course of the eighteenth century B.c.' (W. F. Albright: From the Stone Age to 
Christianity, and ed., p. aos). At Megiddo brtchycephslic people rcplsced doltcocepnalic 
people at ^e same date (ibid., p. ooO). 

* The Amorites were the last arri\ 4 lt in the FertQe Crescent from Arabia before the 

Aramaeans, Hebrews, snd Chsldaeans. They appear to have come in before the end of 
the third millennium B.c. (Albright: From ihe Stone A^e to Chrittiasaty, and ed.. 
pp. 151-a and 164), whereas the Canasnitet had been in Syria since the early centuries 01 
the third mUlenruum B.c. st least (ibid., p. 163). But the Amoritet spoke, or learnt from 
the Canaanitca to speak, a language that was virtuslly identtcsl with Canaanite; and, by 
the time of the Hebrew-Aiamaean invasion of Syria, Canaanites and Amorites must have 
become indistinguishable. s Ea. xvi. 3, repeated in 45. * See pp. 409-10. 
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and Philistines.* There was a sharp decline in material culture;* and the 
Canaanite language did not come out unscathed. The case-endings, 
which are inuct in the Ugaritic literature of the fourteenth century B.C., 
were being lost in the thirteenth and twelfth centuries, on the evidence 
of Phoenician inscriptions of that age. The language is without case- 
endings in the earliest monuments of Israelitish literature.* The effects 
of the inroads of new-comers into Syria were thus disruptive. But they 
were not more disruptive than the effects of the contemporary upheaval 
in the Aegean World. Here, too, the previous population—in this case, 
the Greek-speaking participants in the Mycenaean Civiliaation—was 
dispossessed and uprooted on the grand scale. Luvian-speaking Carians 
—jetsam from the same shattered Hittite World as the Hittite refugees 
in Syria—broke their way into the Aegean basin from the north-east. 
A far larger wave of North-West-Greek-speaking barbarians washed 
across Continental European Greece and on overseas as far as Crete 
and Rhodes. On the European mainland, the descendants of the earlier 
Greek-speaking stratum preserved their independence in only a few 
pockets of territory: Arcadian-speakers in the central highlands of the 
Peloponnese and in Triphylia; Aeolic-speakers in Boeotia and Thessaly; 
Ionic-speakers in Attica. It was no consolation for them that the bar¬ 
barian invaders from the north-west spoke a dialect of their own Greek 
tongue, any more than it was a consolation for their Canaanite com¬ 
panions in misfortune that the Hebrew and the Aramaean barbarian 
invaders of Syria spoke a language that, like Canaanite, was Semitic. 
Yet, in Syria and in the Aegean alike, society recovered from the 
shock and a new civilization eventually blossomed. 

Albright holds^ that the unsubmerged minority of the Canaanites was 
already rallying in the twelfth century B.c. Still more important, possibly, 
was the influence of a Canaanite majority that had been subjugated but 
had not been exterminated. The genocide committed by the new¬ 
comers may not have been extensive.* The Israelites, for instance, 

I W. F. Albright; Arefuitolofy and tfu RAigion of Itratl, 4th ed., pp. 6a-e9. Pre¬ 
sumably Albright is here counting as Canaanites the Amorites who at this date were 
eaublished in those north-eastern diatricta of Sj^ia that were now occupied by the 
Aramaeans. * Albright: Th* Archaooloey of Pal4stiiu, p. 1x9. 

9 W. F. Albright: Archaeology and tfu Religton of Israel, 4th ea.. p. t8i. 

* Op. cit., 4th ed., p. 69. 

* Albright brings forward archaeological evidence to this effect—some of it discovered 
by himself—wht^ is cited in the next paragraph of the present chapter. Yet his in¬ 
flexible will to believe that the Israelites were pure monotheists from the time of Moses 
onwards his moved him to fly in the face of his own evidence and to paint the thirteenth- 
century B.c. Israelite invaders of Palestine blacker than they deserve on his own showing. 
In From the Stone Age to Christiamty, and cd.,p. 281, he has written: 'It was fortunate 
for the future of monotheiam that the Isra^tes of the Conquest were a wild folk, 
endowed with primitive energy and ruthless vrill to exist, since the resulting decimation 
of the Canaanites prevented tne complete fusion of the two kindred folk which would 
almost inevitsbiy have depressed Yahwistic sundards to a point where recovery was 
impossible. Thus the Canssnites, with their orgiastic nature-vrorship, their cult of 
fertility in the form of serpent symbols and sensuous nudity, and their gross rnythology, 
were repUc^ by Israel, with its pastoral simplicity and purity of life, its mono¬ 
theism, and its severe code of ethics.’ This pasa^e invites several obvious comments. 
First: monotheism nvay be worth a mass, but it is certainly not worth a massacre. 'By 
their fruits ye shall know them’ is as true of ideologies as it is of humsn beings. Second: 
the primitive Isrselite code of ethics was not severe enough to restrain the Israelites 
from seizing by force a country that did not belong to them and decimating ita inhabi¬ 
tants in oi^r to make room for themselves. Third: the religion that led from the Stone 
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settled west of Jordan, largely in territory—the hill country of Ephraim 
—that had previously been only thinly occupied. The recent invention 
of \«'aterproof plaster lining for cisterns enabled them to settle wherever 
there was rainfall, whereas, before this invention, settlements had 
necessarily been confined to the neighbourhood of springs and rivers.' 

Thus the now dominant Hebrews came to live side by side with the 
conquered Canaanites. The two peoples were intermingled geographic¬ 
ally at dose quarters; and this favoured both racial and cultural fusion. 
'Progress was made through a gradual assimilation, not through mili¬ 
tary conquest.’* Canaanite cities came to be incorporated in Israelite 
tribes. Shechem,* Hepher, Tirzah, Zaphron, and the four towns of the 
Gibeonite confederacy are examples.^ At the time of the war, com¬ 
memorated in the Song of Debordt, between a muster of Israelite tribes 
and a league of Canaanite dty-states in the plain of Jezreel, this stretch 
of fertile agricultural land had not yet lost its independence; and the 
contemporary Israelite poem, which celebrates Israel’s victory and the 
Canaanite leader Sisera’s death, does not claim that, as a result of this 
victory, the plain fell into the Isradites’ hands. The Philistines held it for 
a time in the eleventh century B.c. Yet, by the date of Israel’s secession 
from Judah in 936 b.c., this former endave of Canaanite territory was, 
apparently, already incorporated in Israel, and one of the capitals of the 
new kingdom, Jezreel, was situated there. 

The latest and most momentous instance of the incorporation of a 
Canaanite dty in a Hebrew state was the annexation of the Jebusite 
city-state of Jerusalem to the Kingdom of Judah by David at some date 
early in the tenth century b.c. David not only made this Canaanite dty 
the political capital of a Hebrew state whose frontiers he eventually 
carried southward to the head of the Gulf of 'Aqabah and northward to 
the Baqi* and the oasis of Damascus. He also made it the central shrine 
for the worship of Yahweh in his dominions. He gave this privileged 
status to Jerusalem ddiberately,^ just because it was a piece of Canaanite 
neutral ground between Judah and Israel.^ 'On the distaif side the 
House of David was . . . shot through with pagan elements.’’ In 

An to Christunicy wu not the pestor*! leUsion of I*nel; it wu the igricultunil reltsion 
of Canun. It wu a Canaanite vegetation-ii^ who tacrificed hinudf for hia people in 
order that they nushl draw life from eating hit flesh and drinking hia blood. The 
Ugaridc Baal and the Byblian Adonis, not the Isnelite Yahweh, were the historic 
models for the Galilsesn Jesus Christ. This side of the Cansanite agricultural rclirion 
has to be taken into consideration as well as the figurines of th« nakM fertility goddess, 
which are found in sites that are indubitably Isra&te (Albright: Prom tfu Stone Age to 
Ckristianity, and ed., p. 312). 

The passage here cridcis^ icreals the strength of attceatral religious prejudice. The 
writer of it u not only s particulariy eminent scholar; he is also a singularly open- 
minded man on all points but this. 

^ The Archceoiogy PaUttine, p. txi; From the Stone Age to Christianity, and ed., 
p. VJ9- * Oesterley and Robinson: A History of Israel, vol. t, p. 138. 

> The Shechemite Canaanites called themselves Beni Hamar (‘Sons of the Ass': see 
Albright: From the Stone Age to Chrisuamsy, and ed^ p. 379; Archaeology and the Rdigion 
of Isra^, 4th ed., p. 113) and their god was Bssl Berith Othe Lord of the Coveiu^: 
see the present ^pter, p. 414 footnote 3, and pp. 489-90). 

* Archaeology and PeUgion of Jstm, 4th ed., p. 102; From the Stone Age to 
Christian^, and ed., p. 379. 

s Albright: Archeieology and the ReUgion of Israel, 4th ed., p. 138. 

^ Oesterley and Robinson, op. cit., vol. i, p. »ty. 

? Albright, op. cit., 4th eoi., p. 158. 
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936 B.C. the House of David lost all its northern dominions to within 
a few miles’ distance of Jerusalem itself. But Jerusalem remained the 
religious as well as the political capital of Judah for 350 years after that; 
and, though it was not till 621 B.c. that Jerusalem was given the privi¬ 
lege of being the only place in Judah where the public worship of 
Yahwch could thenceforth be performed legitimately, the native 
Jebusites and their ancestral religion must have been having a profound 
influence on the worship of Yahweh, not only at Jerusalem, but through¬ 
out Judah, ever since David’s day. The sacrifldal ritual described and 
prescribed in the Priestly Code has Canaanite ODunterparts in archaeo¬ 
logical evidence dating from the thirteenth century b.c. in Syria and 
from the fourth century B.c. at Carthage.' The process of intermingling 
and fusion followed the same course farther north. The north-western 
Aramaean state Ya’udi (Sam’il) was an enclave established in the heart 
of the Syrian Hittites’ domain. The Aramaeans also supplanted the 
Hittites at Hamath shortly before 1000 B.c. But, in both Ya’udi and at 
Hamath, the Hittite culture survived the Aramaean occupation.* 
Ya’udi and Judah look like variants of the same tribal name.) If they 
are, this tribe will have been split into two splinters in the course of the 
Aramaean-Hebrew Vblkerwanderung, and these fragments will then 
have been pushed into opposite corners of the territory occupied by the 
incomers west of Euphrates. Presumably the Judah-splinter entered 
Cis-Jordanian Syria from the south, while the Ya’udi-splinter entered 
it from the west, on the northernmost wing of a group of tribes whose 
southernmost wing was Benjamin,* from whom Judah was insulated 
by the Canaanite stronghold Jerusalem until its capture by David in the 
tenth century b.c. If mis explanation of the resemblance between the 
two names Ya’udi and Judah is correct, it tells against Robinson’s 
conjecture^ that Judah was a Canaanite people that was eventually 
admitted to membership of the Israelite amphictyony after having 
been converted to the worship of Yahwch by Kenite and Kenizzite 
Yahweh-worshippers who had seeped into Judah from the south. 
H. H. Rowley’s view* that Judah was an originally Hebrew people that 
had fused with a previous Canaanite population seems more credible in 
the light of the existence, at the opposite end of Cis-Euphratean Syria, 
of an Aramaic-speaking Ya’udi that is proved by archaeological evidence 
to have fused with the local Hitdte population there. 

Rowley and Robinson both hold that the fusion between native 
Canaanite elements and immigrant elements in Judah, and the sub¬ 
sequent association of Judah with Israel, were promoted by the pressure 
of the Philistines in the eleventh century. And threats from common 
enemies seem to have been a major factor in producing fusion in other 
cases too. ‘The Book of Judges makes it clear that it was not by defeating 

> Albright: Prom the Stone Age to Chrittianity, 2nd ed., p. 294. 

> A. Dupont-Sommer: Let Aramieru, pp. 24-25. 

* See p. 397, footnote 1. * Ibid. 

* In Oettcriey and Robinaon: A Hittory of Itrael, vol. i, pp. 49. footnote 1, 60, foot¬ 
note I , 100, 112, 119, 120, 134-5, 169-70. 

* Sm Prom Jotefih to fothua, p. 5, footnote 3. Rowley agree* (ibid., pp. 153 - 4 ) with 
Robinson in tunking that Jud^ and the rest of the southern group 01 Hebrew tribes 
had been converted to Yahweh-worahip gradually by the Kenites. 
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the Canaamtes» but by defending them, that Israel obtained a dominant 
position in Palestine.'* The common enemy in this chapter of history 
was the Nomad peoples who were now trying to force their way into 
Palestine at the Isradites’ heels. In the period following the end of the 
Hebrew-Aramacan V6lkerwanderung the Israelites were in danger of 
suffering the fate of being invaded and overrun that they had inflicted on 
the Canaanites’—the more so because the domestication of the camel 
had given the Israelites’ successors on the North Arabian steppe a new 
weapon that the Israelites themselves had never possessed. The Israel¬ 
ites, before becoming peasants, had been mere ass-nomads without 
prestige.^ The first recorded eruption of cameUnomads out of the 
desert into the sown is a Midianite raid on Palestine in the early 
eleventh century b.c.* In the next chapter of history in Syria the 
pressure from the Philistines, that fused Judah into a unity and pushed 
her into association with Israel, led her war-lord David’ to make an 
alliance with Tyre.* In the ninth century the pressure from the 
Assyrians moved Tyre and the Kingdom of Israel to make a similar 
alliance and to cement it by a royal marri^e (Ahab and Jezebel).’ The 
extensive, though ephemeral, coditions of Syrian states against Assyria 
have been noticed already.^ 

In these conducive circumstances the intercourse bettveen the dif¬ 
ferent local peoples in Syria became both more intensive and more 
intimate in all the main fields of social and cultural activity. The local 
princes and their professional officials and officers might go to war with 
each other besides fighting side by side against common enemies; 
but all the time they were evidently on familiar terms with each other, 
and this familiarity ^^'as not confined to the diplomatic level. Before 
David made his political treaty with Tyre, the north-western Israelite 
tribes in the highlands of Galilee may already have been finding an 
economic outlet in Phoenicia. The Song of Deborah chides Dan for 
staying on board ship and Asher for sitting on the sea-shore instead of 
responding to the ^1 to arms against Sisera.* Solomon and Hiram 
went into partnership in maritime ventures in the Indian Ocean.*^ In 
ninth-century treaties between the states of Damascus and Israel it 
was stipulated by the state which momentarily had the upper hand that 
the weaker contracting party should assign a quarter in its capital city 
to the stronger party’s merchants.*’ Solomon’s temple at Jerusalem and 
the works of art with which it w'as adorned were made for him by Phoeni- 

> Oesterl^ «nd Robinson: A History of liraol, vol. i, p. 140. 

* There is srchseoloaicsl evidence that Bethel was wtroyed four times between 
taoe and leoo b.c. (Albright: From th* Sum* Af* la Ckristieniiy, and ed., p. 287). 

* W. P. Albright: Arthatology astd th* Raligion af Israd, 4th ed., pp. 9^-97 and tot; 
From th* Ston* Ag* to ChristiMity, and ed., pp. 65-^6. 

* Arehooology atd th* Rtlipon of Itrak, 4th ed., p. 132, following Judgea vi-vU. Cp. 
From th* Ston* Ag* to Christtamty, 2nd ed., p. 287. at* alM the present chapter, p. 394, 
footnote I, and p. 412. 

* ‘David’ b aaid to mean ‘war-lord’, and not to be a proper name. 

* Ottterley and Robinson, op. cit., vol. i, p. 222. 

* Ibid., p. 290. * e.g. on p. 395. 

* Jud^ V. 17. The difSculdes with which this passage bristles are discussed by 

Rowley m op. cit., pp. 8i*'84. >0 See p. 394, footnote 1. 

>1 1 Kings n. 34, as interpreted by Oesterley and Robinson, op. cn., vol. i, pp. 292, 
294 < 3 t 3 > *tid by A. Dupont-Sommer: Les Aramitnt, pp. 34-35. 
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cian craftsmen lent by Hiram.* And ‘Israelite art, from the ninth to the 
early sixth century b.c., reflects a stage of Phoenician art during which 
the latter was diffused throughout the Mediterranean, transforming 
Greek art completely.** 

We can follow the process of fusion in the field of language and litera¬ 
ture too. The Hebrews (including the Moabites) adopted not only the 
Canaanite language but also the Phoenician alphabet for writing it. 
The Aramaeans kept their own language; but they too borrowed the 
Phoenician alphabet and adapted it to Aramaic by using four of the 
Phoenician consonants to stand for vowels as well.^ The discovery of 
the Ugarit texts shows that the Biblical Psalms, whatever their date, are 
indebted to a Phoenician hymnology that had a long tradition behind 
it.* The Phoenicians also seem likely to have been the intermedi¬ 
aries through whom some of the Egyptian proverbs of Amenemope 
found their way into the Biblical Book of Proverbs almost verbatim.* 
And the Canaanite origin of chapters viii-ix of the Book of Proverbs, 
on the theme of Wisdom, is attested by echoes here of themes in the 
Phoenician literature disinterred at Ugarit.* The Sumero-Akkadian 
story of the creation of the World must nave found its way to Palestine 
long before the Israelites’ advent there, and must have been learnt by 
them from the Canaanites on whom they imposed themselves.^ Canaanite 
elements have not been detected in the eighth-century b.c. prophetic 
literature of Israel and Judah. But they reappear thereafter.* 'There is 
a veritable flood of allusions to Canaanite (Phoenician) literature in 
Hebrew works composed between the seventh and the third century 
B.c.’*: e.g. in Job, Deutero-Isaiah, Proverbs, Ezekiel, Habakkuk, the 
Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, Jubilees, and part of Daniel. Albright sees 
in this a consequence of a Phoenician literary renaissance associated 
with the name of Sanchuniathon—a Phoenician historian whose date, 
in Albright’s belief, is either the seventh or the sixth century B.C.** 

Robinson holds** that the Israelites also acquired the ‘Mosaic’ Law 
from the same source at the same stage in their history. 


'Not only are many of the laws designed for an agricultural and com¬ 
mercial community, and none of them confined to a nomad tribe, but they 

I According to Albright, the architecture end furniture of Solomon's temple were 
Centanite. The word used for it—hSkhel—is « Censenite word that hsd been borrowed 
from Ae Sumerians circa 2500 B.c. (From the Stone Age to Chrutianitv, and ed., p. 294). 
Both the Israelites and the Greeks oerived their style of temple-building from S^a, as 
has been demonstrated by the excavation of a ointh-century B.c. temple at Tell Tayslt 
in Northern Syria (Archaeology and the Religion of Itrael, 4th ed., p. 143). Solomon's 
temple and its appurtenances presented an elaborate cosmic symbolism of ultimately 
Sumerian origin (ibid., p. 154). 

> Albright, op. cit., 4th ed., p. 3 Dupont-Sommer, op. cit., p. 8t. 

* Albright; Arehaeowgy and the Religion of Jtrael, 401 ed., p. 15. 

s Ibid.; cp. p. 191, footnote 70. 

^ Albright: erom the Stone Age to Christiccnity, and ed., pp. 36?-^. There are also 
parallels in (i) the Aramaic proverbs of Akhiqar, dating from the sixth century B.c.; 
(ii) the Book of Enoch xUi. i-x, dati^ &om the second century B.c. ; (iu) Ben Sira xxiv. 
3-4: (tv) the Wisdom of Solomon vU. 35: (v) Philo (Albright, ibid., pp. 368-9). 

T Oesterley and Robinson, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 34. 

* Albright: Archaeolon and the Reiifnon of Itrael, 4th ed., p. 128. 

* Albright: From the Stone Age to Chrutiamty, and ed., p. 318; cp. p. 374 * 

•» Ibid., p. 17, with note 57. 

It Oesterley ind Robinson, op. cit., vol. i, pp. 34, 95, 337 - 9 * 
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closely resemble that type of code which we know to have been generally 
current in Western Asia. Four forms are known: a fragmentary Sumerian 
code, that of Hammurabi, proper to Babylonia, an A^yrian code, and a 
Hittite code.* ... A comparison of these with the Israelite code shows that 
they cannot be independent of each other.* . . . [But] none of them is 
directly derived from one of the others.*... As compared with the other 
codes, those of Israel were closely adapted to an agricultural community 
rather than to a commercial people.’-* 

This brings us to the crucial and controversial question whether the 
religion of Israel and Judah, in the age between the immigrant peoples’ 
settlement on the land as cultivators and the rise of the revolutionary 
prophets about half-Nvay through the eighth century b.C., differed in 
any significant way from the religion of the other contemporary com¬ 
munities in Syria. If a pilgrim from Ya’udi or Hamath or Damascus 
had visited a tenth-century or ninth-century rural shrine in Israel, or, 
a fortiori, the temple at Jerusalem that had fc^en built and furnished for 
Solomon by Tyrian artificers, would he have been conscious of any 
striking contrast with the shrines of his own country ? The accounts, in 
the Second Book of Kings, of the successive purges of Solomon’s 
Temple by Hezekiah* in 705 B.c. and by Josiah* in 621 B.c. show that, 
down to Hezekiah’s time, the brazen serpent Nehushtan had held its 
own in the sanctuary of Jerusalem side by side with Yahweh's ark, and 
that in Josiah’s time Yahweh shared the temple with the god Baal, the 
goddess Asherah (whose symbol Hezekiah was said to have cut down), 
and the heavenly bodies—in particular the Sun, to whom chariots and 
horses were dedicated there as votive offerings. In 621 B.c. the temple 
at Jerusalem also housed consecrated prostitutes, male as well as female;^ 
and in the valley of Hinnom, below Jerusalem on the city’s south side, 
was a ‘tophet’ where children were sacrificed by being burnt alive^—a 
cult to which the Carthaginians, too, were addicted. 

Ritual prostitution was an agricultural fertility rite which was 
common to Syria and the Sumero-Akkadian World; and it may have 
come to Syria from there. Human sacrifice was an atrocity of Syria’s 
own.^ If it had ever been practised in Sumer and Akkad or in Egypt, it 
was extinct there in historical times. The Assyrians were innocent of it. 
The slaughter and torture of which they were guilty had no religious 
sanction or excuse. In the Syriac World, both at home and overseas, 
human sacrifice was practised as a last resort in a public crisis. In the 
ninth century B.c. King Mesha of Moab sacrificed lus eldest son on the 
wall of his capital city when the combined forces of Israel, Judah, and 
Edom were at the gates.’^ In similar circumstances King Ahaz of 
Judah ’caused his son to pass through the fire’** when Jerusalem was 
being besieged by the combined forces of Damascus and Israel in the 
eigh^ century. King Manasseh of Judah—Hezekiah’s son and Josiah’s 

* p. W- ... * P* 1 * 7 - * p. laS. ♦ p. 138. 

s 3 Kma* xviii. 4. S 2 Kina* xxui. tnd ii. 

3 i xxiii. 7. * a King* xxiii. 10. 

* For this rite see Oesterin and Robinson, ep. cit., vol. i, p. 375, and Albright: 

Aretuuohgy and th* ReUgim of Isretl, 4th ed., pp. There is, however, no mention 

of it in any of the Ugaritic texts so far diacoveiw (ibid., p. 9a). ^d h come in with the 
VSlkerwandening? •• a Kings iii. a?. ** aKingsxvt. 3. 
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grandfather—‘made his son to pass through the firc*‘ without, as far as 
we know, having Mesha’s and Ahaz’s occasion for performing the rite.* 

The Torah as we have it today has been edited and re-edited to make 
it conform with successive phases through which religion passed in 
Judah and in the subsequent Jewish diaspori in and ^ter the eighth 
century B.c. Hence the recorded identification of Yahweh with other 
gods, and association of other gods with him, are represented in retro¬ 
spect as having been lapses from a previous strict Mosaic monotheism, 
while purges such as Hezekiah’s and Josiah’s are represented as having 
been reformations. Considering that syncretism and polytheism seem to 
have been the normal practice in Israel and Judah, as well as in other 
Sjrriac communities, in this age, it might be nearer to the historical truth 
to think of Hezekiah and Josiah as having been iconoclastic innovators, 
and of Manasseh and Amon as having been pious conservatives. At any 
rate, this is how these posthumously anathematized religious reac¬ 
tionaries must have appeared to themselves; and they had history on 
their side. Among the theophoric names given to members of Saul's and 
David's families, there were names compounded with ‘Baal’ as well as 
names compounded with Yahweh.’ On the other hand, ‘Yahweh’, not 
‘Baal’, was the god-compound in the names of all the three children of 
Ahab,* the King of Israel who tolerated his Tyrian wife’s propagation 
in his kingdom of the cult of her own national god. Ahab evidently did 
not agree with Elijah that, in showing this tolerance to Melkart, he was 
being disloyal to Yahweh. Of the personal names inscribed on ostraka 
found at Samaria and dating from the years 778-770 B.c., the ratio of 
personal names compounded with ‘Yahweh’ to those compounded with 
‘Baal’ is 11:7.* Conversely, names compounded with ‘Yahweh’ appear 
in kingdoms in which Yahweh was not the national god. An Azriyahu 
king of Ya’udi, who figures in the Assyrian records in the years 740- 
738 B.C., is an Azariah, but his kingdeun is not Judah but Sam’Sl.^ A 
king of Hamath who was flayed alive by Sargon in 720 b.c. bore the 
name of Yahu-bi’di (alias Ilu-bi’diV Azriyahu’s contemporary and 
neighbour. King Bar-Ga’yah of Katka, may also have borne the mark 
of Yahweh in the second half of his name.* Already in the tenth century 
B.C. the son of David’s friend King To’i of Hamath had borne the name 
Joram.^ 

At this stage of religious development it was natural that the peoples 
of Syria, including those that were Yahweh-worshippers, should each 
tolerate and even welcome the association of its neighbour’s gods with 
its own national god, so long as the national god’s primacy on his own 


I 2 King* xxi. 6. 

* A striking conspectus of the points in common between the Istsclites rebgioa end 
thtt of their neighbours before the prophetic revolution in the eighth century B.C. is 
given by S. A. Cook in Th* CamMage Ancient History, vol. iii (i 93 S)> PP' 4^6-32. 

* Oesterley end Robinson, op. dt., vol. i, p. 193, footnote i. 

* Ibid., p. 32j3. 

s Albright: AreJuteology and the Religion ojIrroei, 4th ed., p. 160. 

^ Dupont-Sommer, op. dt., pp. 61 end 115; Oesterley and Robinson, op. cit., vol. i, 

7^^^upent>Sonuncr, op. cit., pp. 6B-69 end 115; Oesterley and Robitison, op. dt., 
vol. i, p. 380, footnote 1. 

* Dupont-Sommer, op. cit., p. 115. * Ibid. 
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ground was not challenged. Subject to this, it was felt to be prudent to 
conciliate the neighbours’ gods, since all agreed in believing, not merely 
in the cjustencc of each loi^ god, but in the potency of each of them 
in his own national domain. The Yahweh-worshipping besiegers of 
Qir-Harcseth evidently believed in the potency of Chemosh within the 
frontiers of Moab; for Mesha’s counter-move of conjuring Chemosh 
by the sacrifice of his eldest son caused them to beat a hasty retreat in 
the belief that Mesha’s action had been efficacious in calling down on 
them Chemosh’s wrath.* This is surely the light in which we have to 
interpret Elijah’s opposition in Israel to the Tyrian queen JeTebel’s 
attempt to impose her national god Melkart on her husband’s Yahweh- 
worshipping subjects, and the subsequent revolution in which Jehu 
stamped out the Tyrian cult by ruthless massacres. Seen in retrospect 
through Jewish eyes, this counter-movement was interpreted as a 
return to a temporarily compromised Mosaic monotheism. Probably 
it would be nearer the truth to see in it an outbreak of national chauvin¬ 
ism of the kind that, at Athens in 399 b.c., inspired the prosecution of 
Socrates on a charge of addiction to new gods, and that repeatedly 
inspired the Roman Government to purge Rome and her territory of 
foreign cults. If an Israelite queen, married to a Tyrian king, had tried 
to impose the cult of Yahweh on her husband’s Melkart-worshipping 
subjects, we may guess that she would have roused a Tyrian Elijah and 
a Tyrian Jehu to action. 

Moreover, the issue that was fought out in Israel on tliis historic 
occasion was not simply one betw'een Yahweh and Melkart; it was also 
an issue between Yahweh and Yahweh. The Yahweh of Jczreel mi|ht 
perhaps have co-existed amicably with Melkart; for this Yahweh, like 
Melkart, was the god of an agricultural and urban people. He and 
Melkart alike were defeated by a Yahweh from Israel’s still semi-nomad 
desert fringe, which was the homeland of both Elijah and Jonadab. 
The struggle between the contending gods was an expression of the 
semi-nomad Gileadites’ revolt against the process of settlement on the 
land and in the cities that had been transforming Israel west of Jordan at 
an accelerating pace.* The Gileadite form of Y^weh-worship that now 
temporarily triumphed was provincial, fanatical, and archaistic; but 
there is no evidence that it was monotheistic in the eventual Jewish sense 
of the word. 

In Jewish and Christian minds today prophets are associated particu¬ 
larly with Israel and Judah, but this is not warranted by the evidence. 
In the history of Israel prophets make their first recorded appearance 
about half-way through the eleventh century B.c. as bands of devotees 
falling into infectious ecstasies. Saul caught the infection from a band 
with which he fell in on the first day of his political career,* and he 
remained prone to prophetic fits for the rest of his life; but the pheno¬ 
menon was not just a local one. At about the same date an Egyptian envoy, 

> 2 Kin« tii. 27. 

* See V?. O. E. Oeeterley and T. H. Robinson: A ffiitory of Itrael, vol. i, pp. 303-4 
and 345-b. Compare the tension between the nomad and the peasant element in present- 
day Jordan. 

s t Sam. X. 10-13. 
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Wen Amon, came across tlie same phenomenon at Byblos.’ Anatolia 
may have been the source from which Syria acquired the institution of 
congregational erratic prophesying.* At any rate, in Anatolia this institu¬ 
tion has a long history. In the Hellenic Age it is represented there by the 
bands of‘galli’ who were devotees of the goddess Cybele; in the Christian 
Age by the Montanists; in the Islamic Age by the Mcvlevi dervishes, 
who carried on this ancient Anatolian tradition on its native ground till 
A.D. 1925, when the Islamic religious orders were suppressed in Turkey.* 

In Syria in the ninth century B.a we find ecstatic prophets still 
operating in bands—by this date more or less under roy^ control. 
Ahab has his band of prophets of Yahweh •,* Jezebel has her band of 
prophets of Baal. But at this stage individu^ prophets stand out from 
the mass—for instance, Micaiah, Elijah, and Elisha in Israel—and these 
engage in politics as independent and redoubtable powers. Was this 
second phase in the evolution of the prophet confined to Israel ? We do 
not hear, in the Israelite scriptures, of individual prophets who were 
Tyrians or Damascenes. But the argumentum ex silentio is hazardous 
where one party has monopolized the telling of the story. It is more 
prudent to suspend judgement in the expectation that the Israelite 
scriptural monopoly may one day be broken, in this chapter too, by the 
progress of archaeological discovery. The Israelite scriptures themselves 
testify that Elisha, at any rate, did not confine his activities to his own 
country. According to this testimony,* Elisha engineered a political 
revolution in Damascus before engineering one in Israel. The usurper 
Hazael as well as the usurper Jehu is said to have committed his act of 
high treason at Elisha’s instigation. In the next phase, too, the prophets 
played their parts on an international stage. When Amos of Tekoa made 
his pronunciamiento circa 760 B.C., he made it in Israel,^ which was a 
bigger forum than his native Judah. 

^ophets, as well as courtiers, craftsmen, and traders, felt themselves 
at home in any of the statelets among which the Syrian World was 
divided politically. 

‘Except for the Philistines, all the tribes and princedoms involved 
recognised a certain kinship one with another, though only two had the 
uniting bond of a common worship. Damascus, Israel, Judah, Ammon, 
Moab, and Edom all belonged to much the same racial group, and the 
traditions preserved in Israel . . . asserted a common ancestry for all.’^ 

On the eve of the Assyrian conquest of Syria west of Euphrates, King 
Bar-Ga’yah of Katka made an anti-Assyrian treaty with ‘all Aram*. This 
phrase 

‘denotes the Aramaean states collectively. Notwithstanding the looseness 

> Oesterley and Robinson, op.cit., vol.i, p. 179, footnote i. Cp. Albr^ht: Archeuolon 
and th* lUligion of Itratl, ed., p. 120; JVom tht Stone Age to Christiamty, and ed., 
p. 304. 

* Albright corvjecturea that the prophetic movement in Palestine and the Bacchic 
movement in the Hellenic World may have had a common ori^ {From the Stone Age 
to Christiamiy, and ed., pp. 304-s). Anatolia seems the most likely common source. 

> At a result of three decreet dated and September, 1925. 

s f Kings xxii. 6. * a Kings viii. y-i*. 37. 

^ Oesterlcy and Robiruon, op. ctt., vol. i, p. 370, footnote i. 

7 Ibid., p. a66. The worship of Yahweh was common to three of these communities 
not two only. Yalnveh was the god of Edom ss well as of Judah and Israel. 
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of the links between them and notwithstanding their mutual conflicts, 
these states retained a certain consciousness of their community, both 
racial and political. In grave circumstances they instinctively came to- 
gether to present a common front.’* 

Thus in the Syriac World during its five centuries of political inde¬ 
pendence the prevailing social and cultural tendent^ was already the 
movement towards fusion that subsequently went with a run after the 
local political barriers to it had been swept away by the Assyrians. The 
subsequent process of standardization, in which the most impressive 
single development was the triumphal progress of the Aramaic koinf, 
had already ^en foreshadowed in the tendency of the preceding age, 
and it merely carried this tendency towards its logical conclusion. 

The deportees from the Kingdom of Israel went the whole way. In 
exile they lost their distinctive communal identity completely and once 
for all. too, we may guess, did those Judahite refugees in Egypt who 
saw in the liquidation of the Kingdom of Judah by Nebuchadnezzar a 
retribution for their neglect, notof Yahweh, but of the Queen of Heaven. 
They sharply rejected Jeremiah’s thesis that their apostasy from Yahweh 
had been ^e cause of Judah’s national disaster, and they were unmoved 
by the prophet’s threat that, if they remained obdurate, another stroke 
of Yahweh’s vengeance would overtake them in their Egyptian asylum. 
The lesson that these Judahites had learnt from the disaster was to 
beware of ever n^lectii^ the Queen of Heaven again.^ In this case we 
have no information about the sequel; but the Aramaic documents, 
dating from the fifth century B.C., which give us a dimpsc of the life and 
outlook of a Judaeo-Aramaean military colony at Elephantine in Upper 
Egypt under the Achaemenian regime, enable us to catch another ex¬ 
patriated Syriac community at a point part way along the road that the 
deportees from Israel undoubtedly travelled to the end. This colonial 
Jewish community followed Solomon, Ahab, Athaliah, and Manasseh 
in feeling it no disloyalty to Yahweh to associate other gods with him. 
Out of a fund of 628 (or 626) shekels collected by the colonistsin4i9B.c., 
246 shekels were allocated to Yahweh, 140 to ^hem Bethel, and 240 to 
'Anath Bethel.^ Here we see a new cult arising within Yahweh’s own 
domain. Archaeological investigation has shown that the sanctuary at 
Bethel was prosperous in the sixth century B.C.; and, though it was 
burned down towards the end of the Neobabylonian period,♦ the cult, 
which found a secondary focus in Babylonia, attained its maximum 
diffusion in the fifth century b.c.* Theophoric names containii^; ‘ Bethel’ 
as one of their components begin to appear about 600 b.c.^ They are 

* Dupont-Sommer, op. cit., p. 58. 

> ]er. xliv. The refugees’ truculent resetion to Jeremtsh’s expostulitioiu is reported in 
Jeremish’s own sccount of the sffsir. ‘As for the word that thou hast spoken unto us in 
the name of the Lord, we will not hesdeenunto thee; but we certsinV do whatsoever 
thing goeth forth out of our own mouth, to bum incense unto the ^een of Heaven 
and to pour out drink oflerings unto her, aa we have done—we and our fathers, our kings 
and our princes—in the cities of Judah and in the streets of Jeru^em. For then had we 
plenty of victuals, and were well and saw no evil. But since we left off to bum incense to 
the Queen of Heaven and to pour out drink offerings unto her, we have wanted all things 
and have been conaumed by the sword and hr the &mine’ (jer. xliv. x6-r8). 

* Albright: Arckoielogy and th 4 RtUripH of Jtratl, 4tb ed., pp. 168-9. 

* Ibid., p. 17s. i IbuL, p. xyr. * Ibid., p. 170. 
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all either Aramaic or Neobabylonian, and none are earlier than the reign 
of Nebuchadnezzar.* 

In the former territory of Judah the peasantry, whom Nebuchad¬ 
nezzar had not uprooted, started on the same road, and their drift 
towards fusion was not reversed by the return of a bat<^ of exiles imme¬ 
diately after the fall of the Neobabylonian Empire. It needed the sub¬ 
sequent missions of Nehemiah and Ezra, backed by the Achaemenian 
Imperial Government's authority, to m^c them ruefully conform to 
the new ideals of monotheism and nationalism that had b^n conceived 
in adversity by the diaspoiti in Babylonia. An effective agency of 
religious fusion between the un-uprooted Judaeans and their Palestinian 
neighbours had been intermarriage. The foreign wives were carriers of 
their ancestral religions. The Babylonian Jewish innovators closed this 
avenue to fusion by insisting on the dissolution of mixed marriages and 
prohibiting them for the future. This was a high price to pay for satisfy¬ 
ing the requirements of a new-fangled orthodoxy; and the Judaean 
peasantry’s reluctant submission did not save these authentic heirs of 
the defunct Kingdom of Judah from being written off by the Babylonian 
Jewish puritans as ‘the people of the land’ {'am ha-aretz )—a label which 
carried the contemptuous connotation of the English word ‘natives’.* 

The revolutionary social and religious ideaU that the Babylonian 
Jewish diaspoid thus imposed on Judaea were partly the product of an 
unusual response that this particular uprooted community had made to 
the experience of deportation. Other deported Syriac communities had 
bowed to fate and had reconciled themselves to being assimilated. The 
Jewish diaspora had been peculiar in determining to maintain its dis¬ 
tinctive communal identity in circumstances in which most of its fellow 
deportees had felt assimilation to be inevitable. This exceptional Jewish 
reaction is partly accounted for by the exceptional history of Judah in 
the preceding age of Assyrian and Neobabylonian militarism. The states 
of Damascus and Israel had been wiped off the map, and the social 
structure of their people had been broken up, within thirty or forty years 
of the first appearance of prophets of a new kind, whose first representa¬ 
tive had been Amos. The state of Judah had survived for nearly a 
hundred and fifty years longer, and a succession of great prophets had 
arisen within her borders before she, in her turn, was gleich^ckaltet. 

The prophets of this third kind were politicians, like Elijah and 
Elisha. Unlike these predecessors of theirs, they were also social re¬ 
formers. But their distinctive and revolutionary new departure was their 
new vision of the nature and the potency of Judah’s national god Yah- 
wch. They started a spiritual and intellectual revolution which was to 
end in a conception of this national god of Judah and Israel as being also 
the only true god in the Universe,* and as being righteous and loving, 
not capricious and violent-tempcred.* While the prophets of Amos’ line 

< Albright: Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 4th cd., p. 168. 

» S«« further pp. SOt“3* . . ... 

i Albright hold* (From the Stone Age to Chrutumty, and ed., p. 327) thtc Amos, 
Hosea, iMiah, and Jeremiah were monothekts alretdy M i^Iy u the pose-EzUlc 
Deutero-lMuah. This view it almott required by Albright’s belief th«t Motet, too, was 
a monotheist in the strict sense of the word. ♦ See further pp. 488-96. 
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lived and while the Kingdom of Judah lasted, these prophets’ words— 
political, ethical, and religious—mostly fell on deaf ears. But, unlike 
their predecessors, they put their oracles in writing; and the written 
word made its effect posthumously. The sixth-century Jew’ish deportees 
to Babylonia had to leave behind them the ruins of the temple at Jem- 
Salem, as well as their houses and fields. Their chief portable treasure 
was their books, and these, including the books of the Prophets, fructi¬ 
fied in exile.' 

Thus, from the time of the loss of political independence onwards, the 
Syriac Civilization did divide into two streams. There was a stream 
heading towards nationalism and monotheism, and a stream heading 
towards social and cultural fusion and religious syncretism. Both 
streams flowed from a common fount. Their common source was the 
unitary culture which had developed in Syria during the preceding five 
centuries. In the subsequent Achacmenian Age the stream represented 
by the Jewish diaspoii was a mere trickle, while the stream represented 
by the Aramaic koinS was a flood. Yet at the present day the only sur¬ 
viving representatives of the Syriac Civilization of the first half of the 
last millennium b.c. are the Jews and the Samaritans.* This historical 
fact confronts tis with the questions: How widely did the flood of the 
cosmopolitan Syriac Civilization spread, and when and why did it lose 
itself in the sands ? 


6. THE EXTENT OP THE SYRIAC SOCIETY’S CULTURAL EXPANSION 
AFTER THE LOSS OF POLITICAL INDEPENDENCE 

In a previous section of this chapter^ we have noticed that, after the 
states of the Syriac World had been overthrown, and their territories 
annexed, by the Assyrian and Neobabylonian empires, the Aramaic 
language and alphabet rapidly gained ground at the expense of cunei- 


* See further pp. 496-9. 

* The preeent-oty Semeritant have more in common with the present-day Jews than 
iust the common feat of surviving. They too preserve and revere the Tonh; th^r too 
believe that Yahweh is the One Tnoe God; they too hold that the public cult of thia One 
God ought to be carried on in one place only (see G. F. Moore; Judoiim in the Fint 
CeKtttriet of the Chriitian Era, vol. i, pp. a4-a5). The issue that has kept Samaritans and 
Jews apart for more than two thousand yean u over the question of what place should 
have the privilege of possessing this liturgical monopoly. The Samaritans contend for 
Mount Geriaiin, on the stren^ of chap, xxiv of the Book of Joshua, the lews for 
Terusale^ on the strength of David’s having brought the Ark there and Solomon's having 
built the Temple there and Josiah'a having supprmed the worship of Yahweh at all other 
sanctuaries within hia political jurisdiction. 

These are indUputable faca, and the Jewish account of the Samaritans in 2 Kings 
xvii. 24-41 can neither be reconciled with them nor be maintained in the teeth of them. 

According to this story the Samaritans are descended, not from ^e population of 
Israel, but from a mixed multitude of settlers whom the Asrirrians planted in tne previous 


vious populstion was left undisturbed. According to the Jewish story, again, the immi- 

? rants began by worshipping their own ancestral gods only; took to worshipping 
ahweh as wril when they were plagued by lions; but worshipped him side by tide with 
asceetral gods, whom th^ were unwilling to abandon. 


have revealed to us. But, if die rdigion of the Samaritans ever cud pass through this 
plwe of syncretiBm, it hsa tinea been purged of it aa thoroughlv aa Judaism has been. 
The preaent-dsy religion of the Samaritans, like preaent-dty Judaism, is strictly mono¬ 
theistic. i On pp. 397-9. 
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form and Akkadian. The cuneiform script had fallen completely out of 
use before the end of the first century of the Christian Era, and, long 
before that, the Akkadian language conveyed in it must have passed out 
of ordinary currency and have lingered on only as a learned language 
mastered by a few specialists. In fact the Syriac Civilization had ab¬ 
sorbed and supplanted the 3,ooo-ycar8-old civilization of Sumer and 
Akkad and Babylon and Assyria. 

This \\'as an impressive feat of cultural assimilation; but there are 
several obvious factors that, between them, go some way towards 
accounting for it. Aramaic-speaking peoples had encircled Babylonia as 
long ago as the time of the Vdlkcrwandering at the turn of the second 
and the last millennium B.C. The Aramaeans themselves, as we have 
noticed,* had pushed their way into the stcppe-country, north-east of 
Babylonia, between the River Tigris and the Iranian plateau; their 
Chaldaean kinsmen had established themselves on Babylonia’s southern 
fringe.* And this Aramaic-speaking population in the Sumero-Akkadian 
World was reinforced, from the ninth century b.c. onwards, by Assyrian 
conquests and deportations of Aramaean peoples. Moreover, the Ak¬ 
kadian language, which had driven Sumerian out of ordinary currency, 
even in Sumer itself, before the age of Hammurabi, was a language of 
the same Semitic family as Aramaic, so that It was comparatively easy 
for Akkadian-speakers to acquire a sister Semitic dialect. As for the 
Aramaic alphabet, it was attractive because of its enormous superiority 
over cuneiform in both simplicity and clarity. 

These propitious circumstances go far towards explaining the Syriac 
Civilization’s success in swamping and assimilating the Sumero-Ak- 
kadian Civilization. Its feat of drawing the Iranian peoples, too, into its 
sphere of influence is more remarkable. The Iranian languages—belong¬ 
ing, as they do, not to the Semitic, but to the Indo-European family— 
were no more akin to Aramaic than the Sumerian language was. The 
Iranian plateau and the Oxus-Jaxartes basin, which were the homelands 
of the non-Nomadic Iranian peoples, were more remote geographically 
from the heart of the Syriac World than Babylonia and Assyria were. 
Moreover, Babylonia and Assyria lay between Iran and Syria; and 
therefore the Sumero-Akkadian Civilization of these countries was the 
first civilization with which the Iranians came into contact while they 
were still impressionable semi-barbarians. Both the gco^phical proxi¬ 
mity of the Sumcro-Akkadian Society and the prestige that it had 
acquired in virtue of its antiquity gave it a unique opportunity for con¬ 
verting the Iranians and so perhaps saving itself, through this eastern 
reinforcement, from succumbing to the Syriac Civilization that was 
expanding at its expense from the west. The Sumero-Akkadian Civiliza¬ 
tion did impress and influence the Iranians at their first contact with it. 
But they afterwards transferred their cultural allegiance to the more vital 
and more convenient Syriac Civilization in its Post-Assyrian Aramaic 
dress; and this change in the Iranians’ cultural orientation expanded the 


* On p. 410. ^ . . 

* This point is noticed by W. F. Albrifiht in From the Stone Age to Chnsuontty, and 
ed.. p. 340. 
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Syriac Civilization’s cultural domain eastwards as far as Western India 
and Central Asia. 

In geographical terms the Achaemenian Persian Empire was, as we 
have now noted,* one representative of a long scries of universal states, 
beginning with the empire of the dynasty of Agade (circa 2360-2180 
B.a), that were based on the alluvial basin of the lower Tigris and 
Euphrates. In terms both of economics and of communications the 
Achaemenian Empire was the heir of the Neobabylonian Empire rather 
than of the Median Empire. Though it dwarfed the Neobabylonian 
Empire in its total area, Babylonia was its m^n source of supply, and 
was also the centre from which all its roads radiated. The founders of the 
Achaemenian Empire were naturally conscious of having entered into 
the SumerO'Akkadian Civilization’s political heritage; and their hist 
impulse was to adopt the Sumero-Ak^dian culture as well. 

For instance, their first experiment in providing their own langiiage 
with a script took the same form as the experiment made in the Phoe¬ 
nician city of XJgarit eight or nine hundred years earlier. Though the 
Achaemenidae did not adopt the clumsy Sumerian system of writing 
(a system in which some characters were used ideographically and others 
phonetically side by side), they did use selected cuneiform characters to 
stand for a purely phonetic, and all but alphabetic, syllabaiw for convey¬ 
ing the West Iranian (Medo-Persian) language; and their first intention 
seems to have been to give parity of official status to three languages, all 
conveyed in cuneiform characters used in different ways. These original 
three official languages of the Achaemenian Empire were Medo-Persian 
(the language of the pair of ruling peoples), Elamite (the language of the 
chief imperial capital, Susa), and Akkadian (the language of Babylonia, 
the Empire’s geographical and economic heart). Darius I’s trilingual 
inscription on the cliff-face at Behistan is the (ffiief monument of this 
linguistic policy. Another striking piece of evidence for it is the collec¬ 
tion of archives, written on clay tablets in the cuneiform script and 
mostly in the Elamite language, that has been disinterred at Persepolis 
—the Persians’ national capital in their own home territory. Yet the 
Medo-Persian syllabary conveyed in cuneiform characters never caught 
on; it seems to have been passing out of use even before the Achaemenian 
Empire was overthrown by Alexander, and it certairUy did not survive 
that catastrophe. Soon after, if not simultaneously with, the official 
adoption of the three langu^;e3 written in cuneiform, the Achaemenian 
authorities gave official currency, as we have seen, to the Aramaic koinS 
written alphabetically on papyrus or on parchment. Apparently Aramaic 
was given this status not only in the Semitic-speaking provinces of the 
Empire, but in all its dominions, including Anatolia and Egypt on the 
west and Iran, the Oxus-Jaxartes basin, and the Panjab on the cast. 
With this official backing, the handy Aramaic language and alphabet 
inevitably prevailed over the three official languages conveyed in the 
cumbrous cuneiform script In thus prevailing, the Aramaic language 
and alphabet also served as spear-heads which opened the way for the 
Syriac culture to win the allegiance of the Iranian-speaking peoples. 

> On p. 191. 
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This process of cultural assimilation can be followed in the history of 
the Aramaic language and alphabet on Iranian ground. After the break 
that the Hellenic conquest made in Iranian cultural history, we find the 
Iranian languages being v^Titten in variants of the Aramaic alphabet with 
an infusion of Aramaic words that are thought to have been read, not 
phonetically, but as ideograms standing for Iranian words of the same 
meaning, so that the whole text, including this minority of Aramaic 
words in it, would have been read uniformly as Iranian. This system of 
writing seems peculiar, and it seems still more peculiar that there should 
be at least three variants of it, each of which made up its own set of 
Aramaic ideograms differently from, and therefore independently of, 
each of the others. There is a northern Pehlevi (i.e. ‘Parthian’), which 
must have been the official script and language of the Parthian Empire; 
a southern Pehlevi, which must have been developed in Pars, the Persian 
imperial people’s homeland, when this secluded ffighland country shook 
itself free from Seleudd Macedonian rule; and a Sogdian, which was the 
local form taken by the same peculiar system in the Oxus-Jaxartes basin, 
where it developed on its own lines after this region had been insulated 
politically and culturally from the Iranian plateau as a result of the 
Eurasian Nomad V6lkenvandering in the second century B.c. A bi> 
lingual inscription of the Sasanian Emperor Narse {imperahat a.d. 293- 
302), in which the same text is given in the northern as well as in me 
southern Pehlevi, has been found at Paikuli on the Great North-East 
Road, a short distance north of Qasr-i-Siurin.* 

How are we to explain these at first sight strange phenomena? 
Dupont-Sommer seems to have found the key. The Aramaic words used 
as ideograms in texts written in the Aramaic alphabet in these three 
Iranian languages are survivals—the only Post-Achaemenian survivals— 
of the Aramaic koinS that had become the prevailing official language 
of the Achaemenian Empire before its overthrow.* Dupont-Sommer 
suggests* that, under the Achaemenian regime, Iranian-speaking im¬ 
perial officials used to dictate—each in his own Iranian dialect—to 
bilingual secretaries, who translated the Iranian words instantaneously 
into Aramaic and wrote them down in the Aramaic language and 
alphabet. It was not difficult to discover that this convenient alphabet 
would serve equally well for taking down the original Iranian words, 
without these having to be translated into the Aramaic language en route. 
This simplification of the secretary’s task would naturally become the 
ordinary practice in a state in which not only the administrators but the 
population that they were administering spoke one and the same Iranian 
language and no other. This was never the situation in the multi-lingual 
Achaemenian Empire; but it was the situation in the independent 
principality of Pars in and after the third century B.C., and likewise in 
the contemporary Parthian Empire before it conquered Babylonia and 
transferred its headquarters to Ctesiphon. This hypothesis of Dupont- 
Sommer’s does give a satisfactory explanation of the origin of the Pehlevi 

> S«e A. Christensen; L'lrm malts Saaanides (Copenhsgen 1936, Levin end Munks- 
gasrd}, pp. 46’-47, end A. Dupont-Sommer: Les AranUens, p. 

s Dupemt-Sommer, op. cit., pp. 95 and 97-98. * Ibid., p. 97. 
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and Sogdian scripts in which Iranian languages are written phoneti¬ 
cally in variants of the Aramaic alphabet, with an admixture of Aramaic 
words apparently used as ideograms for Iranian words. On this interpre- 
tation these Aramaic ideograms are survivals of an original procedure 
in which the whole document would have been recorded in the Aramaic 
koini. 

Without prejudice to the question of the relation of Islam to the 
Syriac Civilization, we can follow into the Islamic Age the further pro¬ 
gress of the cultural tendency revealed in the method of w'riting Sogdian 
and Pehlevi. Except for the ideograms in the Aramaic koinS that survived 
in the writing of these Post-Achaemenian languages, the Aramaic koini 
did not outlast the fall of the Achaemenian Empire. Its role was taken 
over by the Attic Greek koini in the Achaemenian Empire’s Hellenic 
successor-states; and, after the whole of Iran and Babylonia had been 
liberated from Hellenic rule in the second century B.C., South-West 
Asia and Egypt had no lingua franca with the range either of the Aramaic 
or of the Attic koini before that date, until Arabic came to perform the 
old function on the old scale after the reunion of most of the Achaemenian 
Empire’s former dominions in the Caliphate. Arabic, like Aramaic, is 
a Semitic language, and the Arabic alphabet, like the ‘square’ alphabet 
now used for writing Hebrew, is a variety of the Aramaic alphabet. The 
overthrow of the Sasanian Persian Empire by the Muslim Arabs made 
another break in Iranian cultural history, comparable in magnitude to 
the break that had been made by the overthrow of the Achaemenian 
Empire by Alexander. Thereafter the New Persian (i.c. Islamic Persian) 
language came to be written, as might be expected, in the Arabic form 
of the Aramaic alphabet in place of the forms used for conveying Pehlevi 
and Sogdian; and, with the Pehlevi and Sogdian alphabets, the Aramaic 
ideograms dropped out But this did not mean the end of Semitic in¬ 
fluence on the Iranian vocabulary. So far from that, the Arabic alphabet 
and Islam, between them, imported into New Persian a vast vocabulary 
of Arabic words; and these, unlike the Aramaic words in Pehlevi and 
Sogdian, are not used as ideograms for Iranian words. They are pro¬ 
nounced in New Persian as they are written, like the French, Latin, and 
Greek words in Modem English.* Like these, they have half swamped 
the native vocabulary, and all the patriotic endeavours of the New 
Persian purists, from Firdawsi onwards, have not availed to purge this 
Iranian language of its Arabic alloy. 

If the history of the Pehlevi and Sogdian scripts may be taken as an 
indication of the expansion of the Syriac Civilmtion’s influence over 
the Iranian World, we may next inquire whether this movement, which 
we have now observed in the field of language, can also be detected in 
other fields—for instance, in the field of religion. 

Was the religion founded by Zarathustra an entirely indigenous crea¬ 
tion of the Iranian World's, or was Zarathustra inspired, at least in part, 
^ some stimulus from outside his own semi-barbarian cultural milieu ? 
Ine question arises because Zarathustra’s conception of God and Man 

* If Modem Eoglah were written on the Pehlevi eyatem, the word written ‘commence’ 
would be read as ‘begin’, and the word written 'serviette' would be read as ‘napkin’. 
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and of Good and Evil, as revealed in the Gathas, are so lofty, and also so 
abstract, that it is not easy to believe that he could have arrived at them, 
unprompted by inspiration from abroad, in the otherwise rustic and un¬ 
sophisticated social and cultural milieu that the Gathas also reveal to us 
as being Zarathustra's environment. Moreover, Zarathustra’s message, 
like Muhammad's, seems to have been revolutionary. He rejected, de¬ 
posed, and renounced his people’s traditional pantheon, and substituted 
for it a One True God who is righteous and loving. Whether we classify 
the Zoroastrianism of the Gathas as being monotheistic or as being 
dualistic, it is certainly not either polytheistic or parochial. Whether 
Ahuramazda and his adversary Angramainyush are to be regarded as 
being equals in power or not, the power of each is universal in its range, 
and Angramainyush, as well as Ahuramazda, is a being of a different 
order from the former gods whom Zarathustra degraded to the rank 
of demons. Can this revolutionary universalism, and this ethical inter¬ 
pretation of the nature of absolute Reality, be credited exclusively to 
Zarathustra’s native genius, or is it reasonable to guess that influences 
from abroad may have played « part in the formation of his ideas and 
ideals ? 

If Zarathustra is indebted in some measure to foreign religious in¬ 
fluences, these must have come, not from India, but from the Fertile 
Crescent. His revolution carried Iranian religion in an anti-Indian 
direction. He turned his back on the traditional Irano-Aryan pantheon. 
He saw the godhead as being singular, not plural, and as being righteous, 
not as being the morally indifferent source of Evil as well as Good. This 
was the conception of the godhead towards which the prophets of Israel 
and Judah had begun to move in the eighth century (though, unlike 
Zarathustra, they did not face the problem of the incompatibility be¬ 
tween divine goodness and divine omnipotenc^. After the liquidation 
of Israel, the prophets of Judah and their Post-]^lic Jewish successors 
carried the movement farther till, about half-way through the sixth 
century, on the eve of the establishment of the Achaemenian Empire, 
Deutero-Isaiah attained a vision of Yahweh not only as being righteous 
and loving, but also as being the One True God of the Universe. In 
Deutero-Isaiah’s eyes all other gods were not simply inferior; they were 
non-existent, and the belief in their reality and their efficacy was a de¬ 
lusion. Is it possible, and, if so, is it probable, that Zarathustra was in¬ 
spired, if only indirectly, by this progressive revolution in the concept of 
the godhead in one of the uprooted communities of the Syriac World ? 

The answer to this question partly depends on the answer that we 
give to another. What were Zarathustra's place and date ? Henning has 
argued convincingly in favour of accepting the Zoroastrian tradition that 
Zarathustra’s ministry had begun 258 years before the coming of Alex¬ 
ander.* If the second of these two events is equated with the death of the 
last Darius in 330 B.C., w'c have 588 B.c. as the traditional date of the 
beginning of Zarathustra’s ministry—whether this event is to be equated 
with the date of his receiving his first revelation at the age of thirty, or 
with the date of his first success at the age of forty, or with the date of his 

> W. B. Henning; Zorotister, p. 38. 
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conversion of King Viitispa at the age of forty-two. The years in which 
Zarathustra’s creative ideas were germinating would thus be either just 
before or just after 600 b.c.* This dating would rule out the identification 
of the Viltlspa who was Zarathustra’s royal convert with the one who 
was Ae father of the Achacmenian Emperor Darius I. Henning points 
out* that the fathers of the two ViStfispas had different names, and that 
they came from different families. He suggests that Zarathustra’s 
ViStispa, who is traditionally represented as haWng had no successors,* 
was the last prince of a Khwarizmian empire that coexisted with the 
Median Empire and embraced the Iranian plateau north-east of the 
Caspian Gates (the present-day Khorasan), as well as the Oxus-Jaxartes 
basin.* Henning conjectures* that this Khwarizmian empire was con¬ 
quered and annexed by Cyrus after he had liquidated the Median, 
Lydian, and Neobabylonian empires. 

Henning’s dating of Zarathustra’s ministry and his location of its field 
are compatible with a conjecture of mine that I threw out tentatively in 
my first attempt to identify the Syriac Civilization and to ascertain the 
Iranian World’s relation to it. I suggested^ that Zarathustra might have 
been influenced by the Israelite deportees who, according to Jewish 
tradition,^ were planted by the Assyrians in ‘the cities of the Medes’ 
after the capture of Samaria and liquidation of the Kingdom of Israel in 
722 B.C. These deporteecs from Ae west would probably have been 
planted on the As^ian Empire’s eastern frontier; and, up the Great 
North-East Road, the Assyrian outposts may have b^n pushed forward, 
at their farthest, as far as Hamadan. 

On Henning’s dating of Zarathustra, the influence of these expatriated 
Israelites would have lud more than a century—reckoning from the time 

> Henning, 2 oroailtr, p. 41. > Ibid., p. 24. * Ibid., p. 43. 

* $ug»8don it b4Md on Herodotus's statement (Book III, chap. X17) that the 
Achaemenia^mperial Government had inherited from the Khwarixmiani an engineer¬ 
ing lyitem that controlled the distribution of the waters oftheRiver Aceato the Khwariz- 
nouns themselves, tnd abo to the HTreanians, Parthians, Sarangians, and Thamanaeann 
n.e. Amchotiatis). Henning identito the Acm with the Heri Rud, and thinks that this 
lilt of five nadoos, formerly under the rule of one of their number, the Khwarizmiana, 
hifontti us of the existence and exten t of a Khwarizmian Empire, contemporary with the 
Median Empire, which eventually suffered the tame fate of being annexe by the 
Achaemetuan empire-builder Cyrua to his universal state (Henning, op. cit., pp. 41-4^). 
Thtt pre-Cyran Greater Khwarizm would be the Khvmrizm that is identihM, both in 
the Avests and in the later Zoroaitrian tradition with the r^on called Airyanam 
VaSjo in which Zarathustra and his convert Kir^ VUtiUpa lived according to the 
Avesta. pThe 'Arians' of the Poat-Alexandriite Hetimc geographers includes approxi- 
mttdy tae same area.) 

Hctuiing points out (ibid., p. 43) that in the Avesta ‘we find references to such regions 
as Scistsn, Arschoaia, die Hindu Kuth, Bactria, Sogdiaiu, Marv, Herat, Hyrcanta; but 
the very name of Media is not mendoned in the whole of it (nor, incidentally, is the name 
of Penis or the Persians mendoned). Only Raghi, the north-easternmost town of 
Media, the first town entered by s trawler from the east, occurs in two particularly late 
ptsaages. Moreover, one can say confident^ that any unbiaied reading of the Gathas 
always has given, arid always will give, the impression that their author was tmtouched 
by urban civilizatioa.' 

The picture of Zsrathuatza's world that the Gathas do give is one of a predoounantly 
ptstotal society^but this a sedenuiy one that found itself at close quarters with the 
different pastoral society of the Eurasian Notnada and wm bitterly hoetile to it. This 
picture cor r esponda to what we should exp^ in the tetded districts of Ariana in the age 
of the Nomadic VSIkerwsnderung of the ei^th and seventh centuries B.c. 

* Henning, op. ctt., p. 43. 

* In i. 81, footnote x. t 2 Kings xvit. 6 and xviiL xx. 
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of their arrival in Media to the time of Zarathustra’s inspiration—to 
seep into the Iranian countries on the far side of the Caspian Gates; so 
my conjecture is chronologically possible. Its weak point is the doubt 
whether the religion that the Israelite deportees brought away with them 
when the prophetic movement in Israel and Judah was still in its early 
days would have been exalted enough to have been the inspiration of 
Zarathustra’s sublime conception of the nature of the godhead. More¬ 
over, we have to reckon with the possibility that, after 120 years in exile, 
the Israelites marooned in Media may have been on a lower level of 
religious enlightenment in 600 B.c. than their level in 722 b.c. Wc know 
that they eventually lost their communal identity, and, in the process of 
becoming assimilated to the population among whom they bad been 
settled, &ey presumably relapsed into polytheism sooner or later. It is 
conceivable that, by 600 b.c., their religion had come to be not unlike 
that of the Judaeo-Aramaean colony at Elephantine in the fifth century 
B.a, and there would have been no inspiration for Zarathustra in that. 

There would, of course, have been inspiration for him in the religion 
of Israel and Judah in the form that this eventually took among the 
Judahite deportees in Babylonia. But, if we look in this alternative direc¬ 
tion for a possible source of Zarathustra’a inspiration, we run into a 
chronological difficulty. In the history of the evolution of the Jewish 
religion we have to come down to Deutero-Isaiah in order to find a 
Jewish prophet whose vision of the nature of God can compare with 
Zarathustra’s. But Deutero-Isaiah must have been only at the beginning 
of his mission by the time when Zarathustra was nearing the end of his. 
If there is any internal evidence in the literary remains of either prophet 
for the transmission of ideas between one and the other, it points to 
Deutero-Isaiah’s having been influenced by Zarathustra and not the 
other way round.* Moreover, even if wc hold that Deutero-Isaiah 
worked in Babylonia and not in Judaea,* the distance from Babylon to the 
far aide of the Caspian Gates is much greater than the distance from 
Hamadan—even allowing for the improvement in both the speed and 
the security of communications that must have resulted from the politi¬ 
cal union of Babylonia, Media, and the North-East Iranian countries 
under an all-embracing Pax Achaemetaa. 

These considerations do not, I think, tell conclusively against the 
possibility that Zarathustra may have been inspired by the prophetic 
movement in Israel through contact with descendants of Israelite de¬ 
portees. In the case of the Judahite deportees, whose spiritual history 
after their expatriation is recorded in surviving books of ^eirs, we know 
that the challenge of being uprooted evoked a spiritual response that was 
immediate, powerful, and far-going. For all that wc know, the Israelite de¬ 
portees’ undocumented response to the same challenge 150 years earlier 
may have been comparable to the well-known subsequent response 

* C. F. Whitley: Tht BxiUe Ag«, pp. 144-S, quoting I»«ith xlv. 6-7. Whitley uk«« 
thii pMsage m e reference to the duelirtic elemeot in Zanuhuetre’t theolo^ and an 
intitteoce on the omnipotence of Yahweh at the coat of recognizing in him the creator 
of E^l aa well as of GMd. 

a Conaiderationa in favour of Babylonia’a having been his miaaion-ileld are set out by 
Whitley, ibid., pp. laS-y. 
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of their Judahitc kinsmen and co-religionists. 'Phis possibility is not 
incompatible with the known historical fact that the Israelite unlike 
Ae Judahite, deportees eventually failed to preserve their conununal 
identity, and therefore failed to hand down to posterity any Exilic 
Israelite literature, if there was any. Even if there was none, there mav 
have been Israelite deportees in the first few generations after the Exile 
whose reaction to the ordeal of expatriation resembled Deutcro-Isaiah’s 
rather than the Elephantinians’. And, if there were any such forgotten 
Israelite men of vision marooned on the Median frontier of the Assyrian 
Empire in the seventh century B.c., it was certainly possible for Zara- 
thustra to be influenced by them directly or indirectly. In our present 
Ignorance of the Israelite deportees’ history we cannot rule out this 
possibility, any more than we can convert it into a certainty. The ques¬ 
tion remains an open one, and therefore I neither press nor renouna my 
conjecture that this transmission of influence may have taken place. ^ 
I do, however, accept A. R. Bum’s criticism that, in previous volumes 
I have not made enough allowance for the originality of the Iranian 
culture in general and of Zoroastrianism in particular,* and I therefore 
^sokeep an open mind towards an alternative suggestion that I made 
m the same place.* The similarity between Zarathustra’s vision and 
Doitero-Isaiah’s can also be explained, not as a result of stimulus 
diffusion in either direction, but as a result of independent similar 
reacbons to similar experiences. Unlike Syria, and like the Hellenic 
world, the North-East Iranian countries had lain beyond the range of 
Assyrian militarism. On the other hand they had had a double mewure 
of ^bulation from the Eurasian Nomad VOlkerwandering of the eighth 
^d seventh centuries b.c., which had rolled across the Oxus-Taxartes 
on Its way to India as well as on its way to South-West Asia. 

One thing that doei seem quite certain is that the respective lines of 
development of Judaism and 2 k>roastrianism converged, and that this 
wnvergcnw was eventually followed by conuct. I accept R. Coul- 
wm s cnticism* that there is no evidence for contact earlier than the 
Achaememan Age. Indeed, ‘there is no dear evidence of Iranian in¬ 
fluence on Judaistn before the second century B.c.’,^ some two hundred 
)^rs after the Achaemcnian Empire’s fall. By that time Judaism had 
^rrowed from Zoroastrianism some beliefe on the fringe of religion— 
for inst^«, in the field of angelology and demonology,* including the 
figure of the Son of Man, whom Albright identifies* with the Irwiian 
Ua^mart. Eventually Judaism and Zoroastrianism came also to share 
such crucial doctnnes as those of immortality, the Last Judgement,’ and 
^d 8 operation through the Holy Spirit. It may be debated whether 
cither region borrowed these doctrines from the other and, if there was 
borrowing whmh of the two borrowed from which. But it can hardly be 
disputed that Zoroastrianism and Judaism had become assimilated to 
* History, Fcbnuiy-October, 1956, p. 7. 

pp. ths Grssk Psriod. 

of wW 2^3) ®&>k 

of Enoch » Irtniin. but not picture of it in the Book ofoLSll 
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each other long before the third century of the Christian Era, when the 
* Iraqi Iranian prophet Mani created a synthetic religion of his own out of 
elements drawn from Zoroastrianism direct and drawn from Judaism 
through the medium of its daughter religion Christianity.* By Mani’s 
time the Syriac and Iranian worlds had coalesced on the plane of religion 
as well as on the plane of langua^ and script; and at the present day the 
Jewish diaspori in the Christian and Islamic worlds and the Zoroastrian 
diaspori in India are manifestly two specimens of an identical species of 
non-territorial community that has learnt how to preserve its identity 
in an alien social and cultural environment by strictly observing a dis¬ 
tinctive religious law. 

7. THE DURATION OF THE SYRIAC SOCIETY’S CULTURAL CON¬ 
TINUITY AFTER ITS LOSS OF POLITICAL INDEPENDENCE 

In the present-day Jewish and Zoroastrian communities the Syriac 
Civilization of the age before the Assyrian conquest has living repre¬ 
sentatives who arc linked with it—and linked consciously—by an un¬ 
broken chain of tradition which these two communities have deliberately 
maintained in a continuous effort to preserve their communal identities. 
On the other hand, all other Syriac communities except this minority 
have lost their identities at some date between the Assyrian conquest and 
the present day. The classic case of this is the disappearance of those 
Isradite kinsmen of the Samaritans whom the Assyrians deported. At 
what point in history are we to place the disappearance of the Syriac 
Socie^ in general, apart from the Samaritans and the Jews? 

Our answer to this question will depend on our conception of the 
nature of civilization. Do we see it, with Spengier’s eyes, as being an 
unconscious physical life-process ? Or do we see it, with Collingwood’s 
eyes, as being a spiritual movement of ideas Evidently Collingwood’s 
conception is more strict and more exacting than Spengier’s is. My 
own conception, originally put forward in volume iii of this book* and 
reaffirmed in the present volume,* is that a culture is carried by a 
society, and that a society is the common ground between the individual 
fields of action of a number of human beings. Human nature is, no 
doubt, partly subconscious, instinctive, and automatic, but the dis¬ 
tinctive mark of being human is to will and to plan, and to do this con¬ 
sciously. My position is thus nearer to Collingwood’s than it is to 
Spengier’s, and one of my critics* has shrewdly questioned whether my 
genei^ definition of the nature of human society does not rule out my 
particular reading of the history of the Syriac Society. In the previous 

■ Another *Iraqi tynthetic religion, Mindaeanitin, hna proved to have arisen under 
Manichtcan influence, now that the Coptic coipua of Mantchaean acripeurea has been 
discovered (Albright: From tho Storu Ago to Chrittitmity, and ed., p. 366^. Albright 
coiyectures (ibid., p. 366) that Mandaeanism origiiuted in Southern 'Iraq m the fifth 
century of the Chrutua Era. ‘The Mandaeana inherited the debris of Canaanite and 
Aranwean mythology on the one hand and of Babylonian mythology and folklore on the 
other.’ 

> The antithesis between these two concepdoiu is pointed out by Chr. Dawson in 
Tht Dynamiet of World History, p. 387. 

» iii. *30. * On pp. aya-s. 

s K. D. Erdmann in ArehtvfOr Kultvrgtsthichtt, sxiii. Band, Heft 2 (1951), p. 243. 
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volumes of this book, I have suggested that the Syriac Society remained 
in being until the dedine and fall of the *Abbasid Caliphate, and that it 
dissolved in the course of the Post-*Abbasid Volkcnvanderung {circa 
A.D. 975-1275). Erdmann raises the question whether there was any 
common ground between the fields of action of the adherents of Islam, 
even in the first phase of Islamic history, and the participants in the 
Syriac Society in the Achaemenian and ^e Prc-Achacmenian Age. Of 
course, neither Erdmann nor anyone else would deny that the Muslims 
are, and always have been, consdous of Islam's continuity with Judaism. 
But the Jews and their predecessors the people of Judah and Israel are 
only a fraction of the original Syriac World. Are the Muslims also 
conscious of being heirs of the non-Jewish majority of the Syriac 
Society in, let us say, the Achaemenian Age ? I agree with Erdmann that, 
when the question is put in these terms, the answer to it is in the 
negative. 

f also agree with him in his general contention that 'common ground’, 
in the sense in which I have used this phrase in my definition of what 
a society is, implies, in the time-dimension, not merely historical con¬ 
tinuity but a consciousness of it^ and a desire and endeavour to preserve 
and hand on the cultural tradition that one is conscious of having 
inherited. The Pharisees were consciously trying to carry out the com¬ 
mandments of the Torah; the Neoplatonists to & true to Plato's philo¬ 
sophy; the E^ptians of the Post-Assyrian Age of Egyptiac history to 
follow in the footsteps of their predecessors (they singled out as their 
chief examplars the particularly impressive, but also particularly ancient, 
worthies of the Age of the Old Kingdom).* The maintenance of a tradition 
is not, of course, the same thing as the integral conservation of a past 
state of society and culture. It cannot be, since change is of the essence 
of life. If Plotinus and Plato could have met, Plotinus would not have 
known what to make of his revered master, any more than Plato would 
have known what to make of his devout disciple. All the same, the con¬ 
tinuity of the history of the Hellenic Civilization between Plato’s day and 
Plotinus’s is indisputable. Plotinus was not merely aware that Plato had 
existed; he was a diligent reader of Plato’s works and a keen student and 
practitioner of his philosophy as he interpreted it. The probability that 
Plotinus’s interpretation would have seemed quaint to Plato if Plato could 
have been cognisant of it does not mean that there had been any break in 
the golden chain of the Platonic tradition. 

This recognizable continuity in the traditions of the Hellenic and the 
Egyptiac societies gives us a standard for testing how long the Syriac 
Soaety (apart from the invincible Jews and Samaritans) succeeded in 
maintaining the continuity of its tr^ition unbroken. 

Did it maintain it throughout the millennium of the Hellenic Society’s 
intrusion on South-West Asia and Egypt ? We should have no difficulty 

* G. R. tnd P. PhilUpi, approtching the tame queadon in regard to the Pre- 

Coluznbian cinusadciu of the Americas, suggest thst 'a coniciousness of a larger aocisl 
orderis... a feature of dviUzation’ (Method and Tfucry in Ameruan Archaeology (19$%), 

the archaism of the Salte Age of Egyptiac history, see, for example, W. F. 
Albright: Prom the Stone Age to ChHttiamty, and ed., p. 316. 


THE CONFIGURATION OF SYRIAC HISTORY 441 
in answering this question if the civilization whose continuity we were 
trying to test were not the Syriac but the Egyptiac. The participants in 
the Egyptiac Civilization consciously and deliberately kept up the 
Egyptiac tradition till they were converted to Christianity. This hap¬ 
pened between the third and the sixth century of the Christian Era—the 
fourth century being the critical one in which, in Egypt, Christianity 
achieved a decisive predominance. Thus the Egyptiac Civilization went 
into dissolution at the same time as the Hellenic, and it succumbed to 
the same solvent. Down to the time when these two civilizations simul¬ 
taneously disappeared, one of the expressions of an Egyptiac cultural 
consciousness was the negative one of unremitting opposition and resis¬ 
tance to the Hellenic ascendancy that had been inaugurated, more than 
three hundred years before the establishment of the Ptolemaic regime, by 
the seventh-century Saite Pharaoh Psammetichus I’s hazardous policy 
of hiring Carian and Ionian mercenaries; and it is noteworthy that this 
Egyptiac Hellenophobia outlived the Egyptiac Civilization itself. 

The conversion of the Egyptians to Christianity brought with it a 
revolutionary break with their cultural past. Besides sulMtituting the 
Christian Trinity, angeb, saints, and mar^rs for the Egyptiac pantheon, 
the Egyptians also now substituted an alphabet, modelled on the Greek 
alphal^, for all forms of the traditional Egyptiac script, and thereby 
obliterated even their memory of their Pre-Christian past. Their in¬ 
veterate Hellenophobia was the only relic of the past that survived this 
great cultural revolution; and it now found for itself a new expression in 
Christian terms. The descendants of the Egyptians who had combated 
the Hellenes in the names of Amun-Re and Apis now combated those 
Hellenes’ ‘Melchite’ (‘Imperialist’) Christian successors in the cause of 
a Monophysite doctrine of the relation between the divine and human 
natures in Christ. 

The fifth-century and sixth-century Coptic-speaking Monophysites 
in Eg3rpt were hand in glove with their Syriac-speaking Monophysite 
contemporaries in Syria. In Syria, as in Egypt, the anti-Melchite feeling 
that expressed itself in these theological terms in these centuries was the 
conscious expression of a regional tradition. In Egypt, as we have seen, 
this Christian regional tradition w'as a recently established one, and it 
was dissevered from the pre-Christian Egyptiac tradition by a revolu¬ 
tionary break in cultural continuity. Was it the same story in Syria? Or 
can the opposition to the Melchite ascendancy be traced back, in Syria, 
without a break in continuity of consciousness, to the begirming of the 
Graeco-Roman domination? In other words, can the distinctive Syriac 
consciousness expressed in Monophysitism be traced back continuously 
to the age when the Aramaic koini was the tit^a franca of the Achae- 
menian Empire ? We may assume that the users of the Aramaic koiniy so 
long as it remained in use, were conscious, in virtue of their using it, 
that they were partakers in a common culture—as the use of the sub¬ 
sequent Attic Greek koinS gave its users a sense of being partakers in a 
common Hellenism. Do this Aramaic linguistic consciousness and the 
Monophysite religious consciousness, between them, span the chrono¬ 
logical gulf between the fourth century b.c. and the fifth century of the 
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Christian Era ? Or is there a break in the continuity of history in the 
Syriac World between these two dates ? The evidence suggests that there 
is a break, and that in the history of Syria the chronological interval 
between the old civilization and Monophysite Christianity is consider¬ 
ably longer than the corresponding interval in the history of Egypt. 

The Aramaic koini was hard hit by Alexander’s destruction of the 
Achaemenian Empire. It not only lost its privileged status of being an 
official lingua franca; it was deliberately replaced, in this role, by the 
Attic Greek koini in the Achaemenian Empire’s Hellenic successor- 
states;’ and, during the Seleucid regime in South-West Asia, Aramaic 
was under eclipse. Few Aramaic inscriptions dating from this period 
have been found except in Transjordan and Arabia,* and no Aramaic 
literary works are extant that date from the time between the third or 
second century b.c. and the second or third century of the Christian 
Era.* During ffiis dark age the Aramaic language was contaminated by 
the intrusion of Hellenisms,* and the standard language and alphabet 
of the Aramaic koini broke up into different local varieties.* The two 
dialects that remained the closest to the Aramaic koiniwtre the Nabataean 
and the Palmyrene; but Nabataean Aramaic was contaminated with 
Arabisms, and Palmyrene Aramaic with the Eastern Aramaic dialect of 
the region on the farther side of the River Euphrates.* The continuing 
advance of the Aramaic language in Palestine at the expense of Canaan- 
itc, even in this age of adversity, is attested by the fact that about half the 
Book of Daniel is in Aramaic,* and this book is thought to have been 
published in 164 B.c.; but the Biblical Aramaic is already a local dialect. 

The chief literary monuments of Palestinian Aramaic are the Samari¬ 
tan translation of the Pentateuch and the Jerusalem Talmud* (including 
the Mishfiah). The future lay with the Eastern Aramaic dialect of Meso¬ 
potamia and Babylonia; and this stemmed, not from the koini, but from 
dialects, current cast of the Euphrates, which had not been used for 
literary purposes in the Assyrian and Achaemenian A^.® The chief 
literary monuments of Eastern Aramaic—all dating Tiom after the 
beginmng of the Christian Era—are the Babylonian Talmud, the scrip¬ 
tures of the Mandaean religion, and the Christian literature in the 
dialect of Urfa (better known by its Macedonian name ‘Edessa’) in 
North-Western Mesopotamia.*® This Osrhoenian dialect is known as 


. ’ koint, teweeher with other elements of Helleniini, neturtlly made 

jtt.most rapid c^ouesti on Syriae ground in the Phoenician and Philistine maritime 
along the Mediterranean coast, since these were within easier reach of the Hellenic 
World than the interior wu. The early Hellenixadon of the Phoenician cities, in perti* 
f* j’.S l continuity of the Caneenite Syriac tradition in its home- 

”?*”,“?*** states had recove^, under the Achamenian rcsime, something 
of what toey had lost 10 the preceding Assyrian and Neobsbylonian Age. The Achae- 
mMian Government had not only granted them autonomy, but had bestowed on them 
muuaiure local emmret of their own—of courae, under Achaemenian auaerainty. After 
the overthrow of the Achaemenian Empire the Phoenician city-states reuined iheae 
pnvU^ i4nder the subsequent Ptolemaic end Seleucid regimee. and they even recovered 
complete »n«pCTdeDce during the brief interval {eirea tap ■.C.-63 B.C.) between the 
b^-up of the Seleucid Empire end its replacement by Roman rule. But, in the Post- 
Alc^d^e they soon became virtually part of the Hellenic World, 

* W. F. AJbnght: 75 W Arehatolegy e>/Palox«s, p. 208. 

* Ibid., pp. 201-3. ♦A. Dupont-Sommer: Zas ArattUem, p. 98. 

f Ibid., p. 98. « Ibid., p. iSo. » Ibid. p. 

* Ibid., p. 99. ^ Ibid., pp. tei-3. Ibid., pp. loo-i. 
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‘Syriac’ par excellence^ and it won the standing of an unofficial koini for 
Ai^aiC'Speaking Christians of all sects; but both iht language itself 
and the literature written in it are rather remote from the koinS of the 
Achaemenian Age and from the literary monuments of that. 

Each of these dialects that thus asserted themselves against the former 
koin 4 developed its own variation on the koinS's standard alphabet. Separ¬ 
ate Syriac, Mandaean, Palmyrene, Nabataean, Jewish, and Samaritan 
alphabets established themselves. The Jewish variation on the original 
Aramaic alphabet is the one that is now familiar under the name of 
‘Square Hebrew’.* 

We must conclude that the conscious continuity of the Syriac 
Civilization did not long survive the fall of the Achaemenian Empire*— 
always excepting the still unbroken tradition of the Jews and the 
Samaritans. 


8. spbnoler’s hypothetical ‘magian civilization’ 

In previous sections of this chapter we have taken note of the dissolu¬ 
tion of no less than four civilizations. We have seen that, except for a 
lingering survival here and there,* the Sumero-AJekadian Civilization 
had disappeared by about a.D. 100, the Egyptiac and Hellenic civiliza¬ 
tions by about a.d. 400,* and the Syriac Civilization, as we have now 
found, as early as the third or second century B.c. These are portentous 
historical events—particularly the disappearance of the Sumero-Ak- 
kadian and Egyptiac civilizations after they had each succeeded in main¬ 
taining their identity for more than three thousand years. Within the 
relatively short span of some five centuries, round about the beginning 
of the Christian Era, we find ourselves deprived of four of the principal 
landmarks on our chart of history. The Sumero-Akkadian and Egyptiac 
civilizations have been with us since the dawn of civilization itself, the 
Hellenic and Syriac civilizations since the later centuries of the second 
millennium b.c. Their departure leaves what looks, at least at first sight, 
like ‘a perfect and absolute blank’ on the chart in the space that should 
be occupied by the history of the heart of the Oikoumen^ in its ensuing 
chapter. It is true that, farther east, we can continue to follow the threads 
of history continuously in India and in Eastern Asia. Farther west, 
again, we obtain a new landmark when the Western Civilization, which 

< A. Dupont'Sommer La Aramitm, p. 99. 

* M. Werner hat made the point that I have not succeeded to decnonstrating that there 
was any inner connexion between the Achaemenian Empire end the Caliphate {D4utsth4 
VurltUahruekrift JQr LiUraturunsitmthajl xa%d GatUtgachichtt, 29. Jahrgang, nix. 
Band (ipSS). P- 543 )- 

3 e.g. tiw SumeTa*Akkadtan Civilieation survived in the Aramajc-speaking community 
at Harran, on the River BaliUt, which was still worshipping the gods of the Sumero- 
Akksdtan pantheon in the ninth century of the Christian Eia, though it was within s 
stone's throw of the Syriac Christian metropolis Urfa (see viu. 40$, footnote 5). Htrrsn 
had been an early nonh-westem outpost of the Sumeric Civiltzstion snd s seat—only 
second in prestige to Ur itself*—of the worship of the Sumeric moon-god Nanna (Nannac) 
under hts Akkadian name Sin. 

* The Hellenic Civilization, too, survived here end there until the ninth cent^ of 
the Christian Era. In A.D. 800 the Olympian gods were soil being worshipped in the 
Mani (the Taenarum peninsula of the Peloponnese); and Cbcrsonesus Tauiica in the 
Crimea (on the site sfterwards occupied by the Russian fortress of Sebastopol) was sdll 
an independent Greek city*«tate, though, oy this date, a Christian one. 
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is still alive today, looms up above the historian’s horizon. But Spengler, 
and Bagby following him , date the emergence of a distinctive Western 
Civilization no earlier than the eleventh century of the Christian Era; 
and, even if one dates it, as I do, before the end of the seventh century, 
there is still an interregnum of about three hundred years between the 
disappearance of the Hellenic Civilization and the emergence of the 
Western Civilization, and one of not less than about seven hundred 
years, on the shortest count, if we reckon back from the emergence of 
the Western Civilization to the submergence of the Syriac Civilization 
in the third or second century b.c. 

What, then, is the configuration of history during this intervening 
period in the vast region extending from the western borders of India 
to the Pillars of Hercules ? This region includes the heart of the Oikou- 
meni and the cradle of civilization in the Fertile Crescent, as well as 
the Oikoumeni’s westward extensions; and the period during which the 
configuration of its history is enigmatic is the crucial one that saw the 
epiphany first of Christianity and then of Islam, followed in either case 
by the conversion of a large part of the human race to the new religion. 
Evidently this period in me history of this portion of the OikoumenS 
cannot in truth be void and without form. If one is trying to make a 
comprehensive study of human affairs, one cannot resign oneself to 
leaving this vast and vital tract of one’s chart unmapped. How, then, 
ought the apparently blank space to be filled ? 

Spengler proposes to fill it by a characteristically original and auda¬ 
cious operation. He posits the presence here of an independent dvi- 
Uzation with a distinctive character of its own which he indicates by 
labelling this hypothetical civilization the ’Magian’ one.^ He suggests, 
persuasively, that this dvilization’s existence had remained unrecognized 
until he dragged it up into the light, because it made its first appearance 
in disguise and has led a subterranean existence since then. It has not 
ever quite avowed its identity, and consequently has not ever been 
acknowledged to be a separate, independent, and distinctive civilization 
in its own right. 

The ’Magian Civilization’ comes on to the stage of history as a ’pseudo- 
morphosis’ (a concept that is one of the most brilliant of Spenglcr’s in¬ 
numerable flashes of insight).’ After Alexander had forcibly imposed 
the Hellenic Civilization’s ascendancy on Egypt and South-West Asia, 
sodal and cultural activities in this region assumed an Hellenic form for 
the next thousand years. But Spengler finds that this imported Hellen¬ 
ism never penetrated more than skm-deep. From first to last, he main¬ 
tains, it was a deceptive veneer, and the underlying reality, masked by it, 
was the genesis and growth of a new civilization. The progress of this 
can be traced, he suggests, in the history of the progressive Oriental 
reactions against Hellenism, not just on the military and political plane 
but, more significantly, on the cultural plane—above all, in the field of 
religion taken in the broadest sense of the word. Following the scent that 

* See O. Spengler: D€r Vnttrgang tUx Abmdlandts, vol. ii, chap. 3: A. ‘HUtorische 
Peeudomorphoten’; B. ‘Die Megische Seele’. 

* See further the Annex to Chapter XVIII cm pp. 67^4. 
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Spengler has signalled to us, we may perhaps find the first germ of the 
Magian Civilization sprouting within Alexander’s lifetime—if we can 
detect this in the foundation of the Stoic school of soi disant Hellenic 
philosophy by the Phoenician Zeno of Citium {vivtbat circa 335/3- 
261 B.c.).' At any rate, Zeno’s Syrian successor, Poseidonius of Apamea 
{vivebat circa 135 B.C.-51 B.c.)) is at least a percursor of the Magian style 
of culture as Spengler portrays it. This new civilization eventually 
flowers, according to Spengler, in Christianity and Islam; but it also 
embraces Judaism and Zoroastrianism; in Spengler’s view they have 
been swept into the Magian Civilization’s net, though they have been in 
existence since, at latest, the sixth century b.c., and one of the two, 
Judaism, has antecedents in Judah and Israel that can be traced back to 
the latter part of the second millennium b.c. The Magian Civilization is, 
in fact, capacious. It can be made to hold all religions and all peoples in 
the OihoumenSy west of the Hindu World, since the beginning of the 
Christian Era at the latest. The one exception is the Western Civiliza¬ 
tion. This cannot be retained within Magian meshes, and therefore it has 
to be allowed its independence.* 

In this reading of history, Spengler has put his finger on some im- 
questionablc and important historical truths. It is true that there was a 
series of Oriental reactions against the Hellenic ascendancy, and that 
these culminated in the conversion of the Hellenic World to Christianity 
and in the subsequent conversion of about half the Christian World to 
Islam. It is also true that Christianity, as well as the other Oriental 
religions that competed with it in the Hellenic mission-field, commended 
itself to the Hellenes by presenting itself to them in Hellenic dress, 
though the living body which this tactful and attractive dress concealed 
was so alien to Hellenism that conversion to Christianity spelled the dis¬ 
solution of the Hellenic Civilization. Finally, it is true, as we have seen 
in the preceding section of this chapter, that something new did arise in 
South-West Asia soon after the beginning of the Christian Era. The 
eastern dialect of the Aramaic language became a literary vehicle for 
three South-West Asian religions: Judaism (in its Babylonian wing), 
Christianity, and Mandaeanism. We may add that the Pehlevi alphabet 
was the script in which the Zoroastrian scriptures (the Avesta) were 
eventually committed to writing, and that the Pehlevi language was used 
for the writingof the commentaries that were the Zoroastrian equivalent 
of the Jewish Talmud. Zoroastrianism, which seems to have arisen in the 
Iranian-speaking coimtries north-east of the Caspian Gat^* found 
a second home m North-West Iran. From about the beginning of the 
Christian Era onwards the Arsacid Parthian emperors seem to have 

I W. P. Albright points out that two of Zeno’* disciple*, including hi* succeasor, 
Chrysippua, were Cillcians. Chrysippua'a fellow Cilician, Antipatcr, came from Tanma, 
which was afterward* to produce Saint Paul. Another of Zeno’s disciples, Diogenes, was 
a ^bylonun {From tht Storu to Chrutuunty, and ed.. p. 339). In the second century 
B.c. the Epicurean philoeopher rhilodemtia came from Gadaia or, more probably, from 
Gezer, and the Platonic philosophy Arttiochua from Ascalon. The Epicurean philo¬ 
sopher Zmo came from Sidon (ibid., p. 344). The Platonic philosopher Cleitomacbus- 
HasdfubaJ, the diactple and successor of Cameades, was a Cartha^nian who came to 
Athens in the fortieth year of his age. 

» See pp. 89-90 and 92-93. * See p. 436, footnote 4. 




446 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
been more or less devout Zoroastrians; and, after the overthrow of the 
Arsacids by the Sasanids in the third decade of the third century of 
the Christian Era, Zoroastrianism became the established religion of the 
Sasanian Persian Empire until this, in its turn, was overth^o^vn in the 
seventh century by the Muslim Arabs. 

Do these symptoms of new life in the regions under Hellenic ascend¬ 
ancy bear out Spengler’s hypothesis? An objection brought forward by 
Christopher Dawson is, surely, unanswerable. In discussing whether 
Spengler’s construction of a ‘Magian Civilization’ can stand up to 
criticism, Dawson observes that 

‘certainly the new elements in later Hellenistic civilization may be explained 
as due to Oriental influences, but these influences come, not from the 
budding energies of a new people, but from older peoples whose cultural 
development was even older than diat of the Hellenes.'* 

As Dawson sees it,^ and in this he is surely right, 

'the Gospels and Primitive Christianity belong rather to the last stage 
of the Judaeo-Aramaean culture*—a culture which had expressed its 
"heroic” phase a thousand yMrs earlier in the sagas of Sampson, of 
Deborah, of Gideon, and the like/ 

The Zoroastrianism of the Christian Era likewise has antecedents that 
can be traced back, as we have seen, at least as far as the beginning of the 
sixth century B.C. In fact, all the main elements from which Spengler has 
compounded his ‘Magian Civilization’ have a continuity with the Syriac 
and Iranian civilizations which is not only recognizable by the historian 
but—what is still more to the point—is, and always has been, recognized 
by the communities that are assigned to the ‘Magian Civilization’ on 
Spengler’s hypothesis. 

Thus, whatever label we give to the civilization of which the Jews and 
the Zoroastxians are representatives, it cannot have been one that was 
non-existent before the beginning of the Christian Era. And, since the 
2 k>roa 8 trian 8 , the Jews, and the adherents of religions derived from 
Judaism are the principal participants in the 'Magian Civilization’ in 
Spengler’s picture of it, we must conclude that there never was such a 
thing. We are therefore still left with the problem of filling the apparent 
blank in the chart of history which Spengler has sought to fill by an 
hypothesis that is brilliant but untenable. 

9. A STRIAC-HELLENIC CULTURE-COMPOST 

The apparent blank in the chart must be an illusion. It must conceal 
some positive historical reality. If this reality is not a new independent 
and distinctive civilization, it must be some socio-cultural phenomenon 
of some other kind. Can we now identify this ? Dawson has, I think, 
found the clue* in observing that the distinctive feature of the last stage 

* Th* Dyimmct qf World History, p, 38a. > Ibid. 

s Dawaon’a ‘Judaco-Aramaean ^cure' would leem to be more or less equivalest to 
my 'Syriac CivUization’ (A. J. T.). 

* In Tho Dynamies of world History, p. 385. 
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of culture is not decay but syncretism. Perhaps one may modify 
Dawson’s dictum by putting it that ‘decay’ and ‘syncretism’—or, in 
Borkenau’sterms, ’decay* and ‘creation’*—are two aspects of one process. 
The process is the mysterious one that we call change. Its nature eludes 
logic^ formulation, as we have seen.* But at least this much is clear: 
there can be no new crop without a fertile soil to nourish it; and the best 
fertilizer for fostering new life is the dead and decayingrefuse bequeathed 
by an old crop. 

Cedic entm rerum novitate eictrusa vetustas 
semper, et ex aliis aliud reparare necessest. . . . 
materies opus est ut crescant posters saecla. . . . 
sic alid ex alio nunqtiam desistet oriri.^ 

In and immediately around the Fertile Crescent, civilizations have 
jostled each other at exceptionally close quarters, and their remains have 
therefore lain thick on the ground. Here, therefore, we may expect to 
6nd the cumulative deposits of culture piling up to an exceptional thick¬ 
ness. This will be comparable to the literal thickness of the pile of strata, 
deposited by the debris of successive occupations, that has built itself up, 
in the course of ages, into an artificial miniature mountain such as is the 
tell at Jericho or the tell at Ur. We may also expect to find that the 
culture-deposits are not homogeneous, but have the consistency of a 
compost in which the decaying remains of more than one culture have 
mixed and blended. On the analogy of the physical phenomena of the 
vegetation-cycle, we may expect, in the third place, to find that a culture- 
compost, compounded of ^e remains of several cultures, is a richer 
fertilizer than the remains of a single culture, and that a proportionate 
vitality and luxuriance is exhibited by a crop that has sprung from this 
exceptionally nourishing soil.^ In the chapter of history that we are now 
trying to elucidate the ^ient event is the contemporaneous decay of no 
less than four civilizations. The culture-compost deposited by them in 
the process must have been particularly thick and rich. Perhaps here we 
have the historical substance that really fills our history-book’s apparently 
blank pages. 

Of the four civilizations that decomposed in the course of about five 
centuries running from the second century B.c. to the fourth century of 
the Christian Era, the Syriac and the Hellenic manifestly played a more 
active part than the Stimero-Akkadian and the Egyptiac. The huge dead 
trunks of these two ancient and gigantic trees provided, between them, 
a prodigious quantity of potenti^y fertile decaying organic matter. But 

> *It is only when petrifiction has been followed by colUpM that the creative process of 
recasting bc|^ns' (F. Borkenau in Merkur, July, 1949, p. 635). 

> On pp. 252-4 

> Lucretius: DtRentm Nature, Book 111 , 11 .964-5,967,970. ‘Something old is always 
giving way: it U always being pushed aside by something new. Everything has to be 
built up out of something else. . . . Nature ne>^ matterto enable future generations to 
grow. . . . process by which one thing arises out of another will never cease.’ 

* In this context richness and vitsHw have to be measured by spiritual standards. 
Christopher Dawson makes the point that ‘the fate of a civilisation is not determined 
solely, or even predominantly, by political and economic causes. The sge of the decline 
of the Roman Empire was also an age of spiritual rebirth, which prepared the way, not 
only for the coming of mediaeval [westenO Christendom, but also for the ci%ilizttion8 
of Byssntium and jsl^’ {Th$ Dynamics World History, p. 408). 
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the conversion of dead matter into a fertilizer requires the action of 
solvents, and this was evidently the particular contribution of the Syriac 
and Hellenic civilizations to the totd result. Each of them was a potent 
solvent by itself, as their individual catalytic feats testify. In combina¬ 
tion, their potency was more than doubled; and they entered into a more 
and more intimate combination with each other in the course of their 
histories. Indeed, in each of the two histories, this tendency towards 
syncretism seldom faltered, and it persistently increased in intensity. 

One of the Syriac Society’s feats has been noticed already in this 
chapter. Before it succumbed, in its turn, to the solvent action of the 
Hellenic Civilization, the Syriac Civilization had gone so far towards 
dissolving the Sumero-Akkadian Civilization that the process went on to 
its conclusion even after the participants in the Syriac Civilization had 
lost consciousness of their society’s distinctive cultural identity. It is 
easy to see that, when a culture h^ gone this far along the road towards 
disintegration, its potency as a solvent may be greater than in the earlier 
stage of its history in which its own fabric was still more or less intact.' 
However, this was not the first time that the Syriac Civilization had 
taken a conqueror captive. 

Before its forcible incorporation in the Sumero-Akkadian World as a 
result of Assyrian and Neobabylonian annexations and deportations in 
and after the eighth century B.c., the Syriac Society had been similarly 
incorporated in the New Empire of Egypt in the second half of the 
second millennium b.c. At that time the Syriac Civilization was only in 
its formative stage; yet even at this early stage the Syriac culture made 
an impression on the Egyptiac culture, though this had a harder grain 
than the Sumero-Akkadian culture had. In this period of Egypt’s 
political domination over Syria the Egyptians not only adopted Car^n- 
ite musical instruments* (and presumably the style of music that was 
played on them). They received numerous Cana^te words (including 
the Canaanite names of the borrowed musical instruments) into their 
vocabulary. More significant still, they received into their pantheon 
a number of Canaanite goddesses and gods; e.g. Ashtart (Astarte), 
'Anaih, Hauron, Rashap.^ This penetration of the Egyptiac culture by 
elements of the Syriac cult\ire was remarkable in a period of Egyptiac 
history in which the conscious attitude of the Egyptians was a chauvin¬ 
istic reaction against Asian influences that were associated in Egyptian 
minds with the bitter memories of the Hyksos conquest and domination 
of Egypt. 

The foothold in the Egyptiac World that was gained, nevertheless, by 
Canaanite influences in ^e Age of the New Empire was the first stage 
in the dissolution of the Egyptiac culture by exotic solvents, though it 
needed the reinforcement of the Syriac solvent by the Hellenic one to 
overcome the Egyptiac Civilization’s immense capacity for self-con¬ 
servation, and the process was not completed till the Egyptians eventu¬ 
ally adopted the Christian religion and the Coptic version of the Greek 

* See viU. joi~8. 

* W. F. Albright: Arcfuuotogy and the of Itrael, 4th ed., p. 14. 

* W. F. Albright: FVom the^tone Age to Ghrittionity, 2^ ed., pp. la and 112. 
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alphabet. The task of dissolving the monolithic Egyptiac Civilization 
required, in fact, the combined action of the Syriac Civilization, the 
Hellenic Civilization, and a higher religion, rooted in a Syriac-Hellcnic 
culture-compost, that was a more powerful solvent than cither the Syriac 
or the Hellenic Civilization operating separately. 

The reciprocal influence and counter-influence of the Syriac and 
Hellenic civilizations on each other was also exerted over a long period 
of time, and, as time went on, ever more intensively. The eventual effect 
was to decompose each of the two, and to compound their tissues into a 
new fabric, which, though composite, was so closely compacted that its 
original components came to be almost indistinguishable. At least as 
early as the eighth century b.c. the Syriac Civilization produced a 
permanent effect on the Hellenic by giving it the Phoenician alphabet. 
In the seventh century it gave it a Phoenician style of art which was itself 
an amalgam of the Egyptiac and Akkadian styles. In the fourth century 
it gave it a Phoenician code of ethics and system of cosmology: the Stoic 
philosophy, whose founder, Zeno, was a citizen of the Cypriot Phoenician 
city-state Citium. The cultural intercourse between the Syriac and 
Hellenic worlds was reciprocal, and Hellenism was radiating into Syria 
long before the time of Alexander the Great.* By the fifth century B.c. 
Syria was importii^ Hellenic pottery and other Hellenic wares and 
works of art, and was also adopting the Attic standard of coinage. *By 
the middle of the fourth century Greek coins were being imitated by the 
Persian satraps and local rulers of Cilicia, Syria, and Palestine*^ (indud- 
ing the priest-presidents of the autonomous Jewish state in Judaea). 
Even at the opposite extremity of the Syriac World from its Phoenician 
facade facing; the Hellenic World, 'the South Arabians then fashioned 
crude imitations of Attic coins’.’ The potency of this previous radiation 
of Hellenic culture into the Syriac World goes far towards explaining the 
rapidity with which the Syriac World succumbed to Hellenism after 
Alexander’s military conquest of the Achaemenian dominions in South- 
West Asia and Egypt. The eventual result, however, was the decomposi¬ 
tion of Hellenism as well. 

The Syriac Civilization did not achieve this posthumous revenge by 
assaulting Hellenism single-handed. It was, indeed, no longer in a posi¬ 
tion to mount a counter-offensive, since by this time it was no longer in 
being. An3rway, a single-handed assault on Hellenism by an alien culture 
would have courted a repulse at any time from the fifth century b.c. 
onwards. From that time on, the HeUenes were so strongly convinced of 
the superiority of their own civilization over all others that they were no 
longer in the mood, as they had been in earlier days, to accept gifts from 
an ^ien culture that presented itself as such. In the Post-Alexandrine 
Age the alien cultural agencies that eventually brought Hellenism down 
found that they could not stalk their quarry with any hope of success un¬ 
less they disguised themselves in Hellenic dress. Stoicism, for example, 
presented in terms of Hellenic philosophy a WelUruchauung that was ^in 
to that of the prophets of Israel and Judah. But this self-transformation 

* See Albright: From tht Ston* Agt to Chrittianity, and ed., pp. 337-8. 

a Ibid., p. 338. * Ibid. 
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was DO mere sly and superficial masquerade; it was a genuine meta¬ 
morphosis; and the decomposition of Hellenism was achieved by 
an instrumentality that was, itself, already semi-Hellenic. When the 
Hellenic Civilaation that had decomposed the Syriac Civilization was 
hoist with its own petard, there was an Hellenic as well as a Syriac in¬ 
gredient in the lethal charge of gunpowder. The final dissolution of 
Hellenism was the work of Christianity; and it is significant that, of all 
the non-Hellenic religions that competed for the conversion of Hellenic 
souls in the age of the Hellenic universal state, Christianity went the 
farthest in Hellenizing itself. Besides presenting itself visually in the 
established forms of Hellenic art, Christianity, like its forerunner 
Stoicism, expressed itself intellectually in terms of Hellenic philosophy. 
More than t^t, its crucial departure from its parent religion, Judaism— 
namely, the belief that Jesus was the Son of God and was, in fact, one of 
the three persons in a triune godhead—was, from the standpoint of 
Jewish monotheism, a shocking concession to two Hellenic religious 
aberrations: man-worship and polytheism. 

It is also significant that Islam, which was a conscious and deliberate 
reaction against Christianity’s Hellenizing departure from Jewish mono¬ 
theism, did not revert to Judaism’s strictly un-Hellenic tradition. When 
Islam was confronted with the need to equip itself with a systematic 
theology, it worked this out on the pattern of Christian theology;^ and 
the Islamic theologians found, as their Christian predecessors had 
found, that they needed to draw upon Hellenic philosophy for their 
theological purpose and that they could not do this effectively without 
TOing back to the Hellenic fountain-head. From the ninth century of the 
Christian Era onwards the works of the Hellenic philosophers and 
scientists themselves became part of the recognized, and even obligatory, 
apparatus of Islamic culture,‘ as they had b^me part of the apparatus 

* Thi* work vn» doDc for IkUrn by conrera from Cbritti«nity and Zoroastritniitn. 
Sec pp. 467, 4^1, end 671, footnote 1. 

* Any sclectioQ of reference* to the extensive litersture on this subject is inevitsbly 
aLrbicrsr7. Among msny other work^see D. 5. MsrgoUouth: The Early I>evehppunt 

Mokammeiantm (London 19x4, WiUisns A Norgste); J. W. Sweetmsn: lilam and 
ChritUan Theology (London, Lutterworth Press: Ptit I, vol. ^ 1945; Pert I. vol. ii, 1947; 
Pert IL Tol. i, 1955): De Ls^ O’Leary: Hoto Greek Seunee Patted to the Ar^ (Lorvoon 
X94S, Koutledge « Kenui Paul); A. J. Wensbick: Lc Petisie de Ghaeedll (Peris 1940, 
Adnen-Meisooneuve); W. Montgomery Watt: The Faith and Practice 0/ Al-Ghaxdll 
(London S95^ Allen A Unwin); A. J. Arberry: Apieetma on Theoutn <^.ondon 
X95X> John Murray); L. Gerdet end M.-M. Anewed: Introduction A la Jhiologie 
Mutulmane (Peris 19^, Vrin), pp. aao-4 (‘Int^gretion de I'HellAiiinie’j. 

This ]*st-mentionM work brings out the condidons and the Uzxutetions of Islam's 
reewdon of Hellenism. 

‘C’est event tout A dtre d’enne dtfeneive . . . que le kellm demenden k I’apport 
heliinbdque certeines lignes eu moin* de son enneture intellectueUe* (p. zai). ‘Nk 
d’une rkflwon plus pou«ide de* docteur* musulmens sur le* sciences religieuses qu’il 
s'uitseit de dtiendre, e'est grtce i I’influeoce de le philosophie grecque venue du 
dehors que le kelAm put cependeni te conedtuer: tout k le fois en luttenc cootre elle et en 
lui empruntent. . . le m^tnode ergumentedve qui lui menqueit' (p. *24). 

The authors point out, ibid., that the relsdon of Chiisden tbecloOT to Hellenism wu 
more positive and more iodmete; yet its relation, too, wu pertly dueneive. 

‘In marking the distinction of its doctrine from the ntioneUsauons by which it feh the 
faith wu thr^tened, the Church wu forced, in order that the distinction should be 
apparent, to define its dogM in the same kind of language u that in which the heresies 
thcmselvu were framed; it wu forced, that is, to use the language of philoeophy, to 
adapt for ia own use expiessiofu and phrasu which belonged precimy to that world of 


THE CONFIGURATION OF SYRIAC HISTORY 451 
of Christian culture since the fourth century. Dawson is right in pointing 
out* that Islam and Christianity both have roots in a composite Helleno- 
Judaic soil. 

The compositeness of the soil in which Islam and Christianity both 
^rminated is one key to the explanation of the fission of Judaic religion 
into three separate and rival sects. Why did Christianity break away 
from Judaism in the first instance ? And why, when Islam, in its turn, 
had broken away from Christianity in the direction of Judaism, did 
Islam not revert to Judaism ? Why did it set itself up as a separate sect 
that was not Christian but was not Jewish either ? Part, at least, of the 
explanation^ of this unhappy course of Judaic religious history is to be 
found in a residual incompatibility between the Syriac and the Hellenic 
element in the SyriaoHellenic culture-compost that had been com¬ 
pounded in the course of the five centuries ending with the fourth 
century of the Christian Era. The coalescence of the two elements had 
been nearly complete but not quite; and the resulting cultural amalgam 
had been acceptable to nearly, but not quite, all the peoples in the 
section of the OiMoumenS between India and the Atlantic. Thus the 
psychological harmony produced by this all but completely successful 
feat of cultural fusion had been subject to strains, and these strains 
partly account for the subsequent religious schisms.' 

Why did not Judaism, whi<^ was the first of the three Judaic religions, 
seize ^e opportunity for becoming the missionary religion, addressing 
itself to all mankind, that its two daughter religions, Christianity and 
Islam, have each since become ? Why did it leave this great field free for 
these upstart travesties of itself, when it might have occupied the field in 
advance ? Judaism did take a step in this direction. The Aramaic-speak¬ 
ing Galilaean-Jewish religious teacher Jesus had a Greek-speaking Alex¬ 
andrian Jewish contemporary, Philo, who was even more at home in the 
world of Hellenic thought than he was in the world of Jewish religious 
fiiith. Philo devoted his intellectual powers to working out a concordance 
between the Torah and Hellenic philosophy. Perhaps he may have 
looked forward to accomplishing what Paul eventually achieved: the 
creation of a church, open to all mankind, through an unlimited increase 
in the number of the non-Jewish adherents of Judaism—marginal ‘God- 
fearers' as well as thorough-going proselytes—who had already gathered 
round the Jewish communities dispersed through the Hellenic World. 
As it turned out, Philo proved to have worked, not for Jewry or for 
Judaism, but for a nascent Christian Church. Gentile Christianity, not 

concept! agauLSt whose dominance it was moat anxtoua to protect its own doctrine* 

i p. Snerrsrd: TAe GrttM Sett <tnd tht Letin W«tt (London ipto. Oxford Unit’ersity 
*resO. PP. S 7 ”| 8 ). * In Tht DyHomus o/_ World aistory, pp. 385-6. 

> The secessions of Christianity and Islam from Judaism are also partly explicable 
as reactions to Jewish nsdonsliam (see pp. 85-88 and 

* With this qualification we can perhaps accept Father G. P. Klenk’s dictum (in 
5 t<miR«n dtr Zat. No. 145 (1949-50), pp. 376-84) that it would be an error, at least in 
the field of religion, to talk of a fundamental opposition between Hellenism snd the 
Syriac way of lue. An opposition of this kind between East and West did not declare 
itself, Father IGenk maintains, tilt much Ister, when it made its wpearance in the form 
of the schism between the Eiatem Orthodox snd the Westem Chnstisn Church. My 
comment would be thst this opposition hsd already declared itself, long before that, 
in the previotii schisms between Ju^ism, Chiisdaolty, and Islam. 
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Rabbinical Judaism, was Philo’s heir. Without having to answer the 
question whether the Palestiman Pharisees could have l^en won over to 
Philonism in any circumstances, we can say for certain that any such 
possibility vanished for ever after the disastrous military collision be> 
tween Palestinian Judaism and Hellenism in the Romano-Jewish War 
of A.D. 66-70. After Jewry had suffered that crushing material disaster, 
it turned inwards on itself; and the Hellenizing Jews of the diaspord, as 
well as their gentile proselytes and outer fringe, had to choose l^tween 
the two extremes 01 abandoning Judaism for gentile Christianity and 
embracing a now deliberately anti-Hellenic Palestinian Pharisaism. The 
only Jews who survived in diaspord were those who made the second of 
these two choices, and their choice carried the Aramaic and Hebrew (i.e. 
Canaanite) languages and alphabets all over the Greek-speaking and 
Latin-speaking world. Thus at this critical point in history the Jews 
shook the Syriac-Hcllenic culture-compost from off their feet and made 
up their minds to live thenceforward as exclusively Syriac dissenters in 
a Syriac-Hellenic cultural environment. 

A parallel decision had been taken, long since, by the Iranians. The 
destruction of the Achaemenian Empire by Alexander had been, for 
them, as great a material disaster as the destruction of Jerusalem in 
A.D. 70 was for the Jews, and they had already reacted to this as the Jews 
reacted to that. Alexander had seen through the Hellenic prejudice 
against Iranians when he had met these in personal intercourse, and he 
had dreamed of an Helleno-Iranian partnership, on a footing of equality, 
for the government of the Oikoume^. Alexander’s attempts to translate 
this generous dream into a reality fell Hat—except in Zarathustra’s 
country, where the Iranian natives and Hellenic settlers in the Bactrian 
successor-state of the Achaemenian Empire did, apparently, fraternize, 
perhaps because both alike were threatened by a common danger from 
the adjacent Eurasian Nomads.’ Except in Bactria, the Iranians, like the 
Jews, rejected the Syriac-Hellenic cultural syncretism that most of the 
OikoumtnS west of India was Ending acceptable in the Post-Alexandrine 
Age.* 

* A common interest in parrying this same threat induced the Iranian natives and the 

Arab aettlert in Khuriain to fraternise in the eighth century of the Chriitian Era (see 
ii. footnote 3). _ 

* Tne cauae of this Mlure of Alexander’! policy of political reconciliation and cul¬ 
tural fusion to capture the imagination and allegiance of the Iranian peoples on the 
plateau wat rK»t solely an attitude of reaentment and hostility on the Iranian aide. The 
failure wu due abo, in large pert, to the repudiation, or at least n^ect, of Alexander's 
policy by the Macedonian war-loi^ who emerged as the aurvivora mm the forty-yeara- 
iong atrugglo for existence for the poeaeaaion <» Alexander'a herita«. It ia true that the 
Scleucidae, who ac4]uired the Iranicn provinces, were the least illiberal of Alexander’s 
aucceasora in tbeb treatment of the alien imptea under their rule. Seleiicua I Nkator, 
for instance, was singular in remaining faithful to hu Iranian wife Apame when, after 
Alexander’s death, other Macedonian grandees repudiated the Iranian wives whom 
Alexander had wished upon them in 314 B.a in hb pursuit of his policy of a union of 
hearts. Yet the Scleuda Monarchy was baaed on an ascendancy of the Macedonian 
militarv settlements (AotouUai') and non-Macedonian Greek colonial city-states, which 
the Seleucidae sowed thick tnrougbout their dominions, over the vast non-Hellenic 
m^rity of the population. 

The Poat-Alaandrine chapter of history in Iran might perhaps have taken a 
different turn if Alexander’s eventual successors there bad been animated by the spirit 
of Peuceatas, who was appointed satrap of Pertu (Para) by Alexander in 334 B.C. and oeld 
this position till 3x6 bx. Alexander chose Peuceatas for this delicate mission of governing 
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This synthetic culture prevailed, in the course of that age, from the 
south-west foot of the Iranian plateau westwards to the Atlantic, save for 
one pocket of dissident Jews in Babylonia and another in Palestine which 
after the second Romano-Jewish War {debellatum a.d. 132-5), was 
reduced to a remnant in Galilee. When the cultural unification of the 
OikourrunS, west of Iran, had found religious expression and institu¬ 
tional form in a common Christianity in which the Syriac and the 
Hellenic element were nicely balanced, it must have looked to con¬ 
temporaries as if the unity, established on this basis, had a long future 
ahead of it. However, even a common adherence to Christianity did not 
avail to relax completely the tension between the descendants of the 
people whom Alexander had forcibly annexed to the Hellenic World 
and the descendants of these people’s Greek, and subsequently also 
Roman, rulers.^ This residual tension declared itself, as we have seen, in 
the successive schisms between the Graeco-Roman (‘Melchite’) Church 
and the Nestorians, and between the same officially established church 
and the Monophysites. These resistance movements within the Chris¬ 
tian Church were a continuation, on the theological and linguistic planes, 
of a struggle that had been waged in previous centuries by force of arms. 
The military resistance was resumed, and was carried this time to a 
successful conclusion, by the Muslim Arabs. The Arab conquest was 
eventually followed by the conversion to Islam of the majority of the 
population of the Caliphate, except for a remnant of Jews, Zoroastrians, 
and Christians who succeeded in still maintaining their communal 
identity in diaspord. 

This left the Oikoumen^, west of India, partitioned between Dar-al- 
Islam and Christendom, but this fission did not have the effect of re¬ 
producing what had been the state of affairs during the early centuries of 
the last millennium B.C., when the Syriac and Hellenic civilizations had 
coexisted as two separate and distinct cultures. It was impossible to 
undo the effects of the fusion between them which had begun as far back 
as the eighth century B.c. and which had reached its climax, after each of 
them had lost its identity, in the union of their two former domains in 
the oecumenical Christendom of the fourth to the seventh century of the 
Christian Era. Islam and the half of Christendom that survived its in¬ 
roads might seem irreconcilable to their respective adherents; yet both 
were products of a combination of two identical elements—a Syriac 
element and an Hellenic one—and neither Christianity nor Islam could 

the home-land of the deposed Persian imperial people because Peucestas had already 
shown a liking for them and for their wav of life. He had taken the trouble to learn the 
West Iranian^nguuc, and he had no inhibition a^nst wearing Persian dress. Peuces- 
tas's Penophilism did, in fact, win for him the loyuty, and even affection, of his Persian 
subjects, and at least one Farsi notable protested when Peucestas was deprived of the 
governorship of Persis by Antigonua. In consulting his own personsl interests at the 
expense of the interests of Macedon and Hellas, Antigonua made history. Persis was one 
of the first Iranian countries to shake off Macedonian rule; and, in the third century of 
the Christian Era. it did again what it had done in the sixth century B.c. For the second 
time it gave birth to a Persian Empire. 

< Roman rule was never auccesafully established over ’Iraq (Babylonia). The Em¬ 
peror Trajan’s raomentaiy success and swiftly following failure demonstratea that a per¬ 
manent incorporation of Babylonia in the Roman Empire was beyond Rome’s power. On 
the other hand, Christianity had become the predommant relinon in 'Iraq before the date 
of the Muslim Arab conquest in the seventh century of the Christian Era. 
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—or can—purge itself of either element without committing suicide. 
The Syriac and the Hellenic element are both ineradicable, not only in 
Christianity and Islam themselves, but also in the Christian and Islamic 
civilizations for which they have respectively served as chrysalises. 

10 . THE SYRIAC-HELLENIC CULTURE-COMPOST’S HARVEST 

What has been the sequel to the Syriac and Hellenic civilizations’ 
decomposition and amalgamation ? This question does not arise if one 
follows Spengler in seeing the culture of the Oikcmmen£y west of India, 
in the first millennium of the Christian Era as being a separate and dis¬ 
tinctive civilization. As we have noted in another chapter,* civilizations 
are not organisms, and one of the differences between a civilization and 
an organism is that a civilization has no fixed maximum life-span. There 
is no reason why a civilization should not remain in existence for more 
than three thousand years. We know of two in the Old World, the 
Sumero-Akkadian and the Egyptiac, which did each remain in existence 
for more than three thousand years. Accordingly, if we accepted 
Spengler’s hypothesis, we could imagine his hypothetical ‘Magian 
Civilization* surviving, as a going concern, down to the present day, and 
we could use it, as he and Bagby do, as a hold-all.* We could stow away 
in it every cultural phenomenon at the west end of the Old World, since 
the beginning of the Christian Era, which we do not see how to dispose 
of otherwise. If, however, we think of the Syriac-Hellenic syncretism, 
not as being a new civilization, but as being a culture-compost com¬ 
pounded from intermingled fibres of two old civilizations as a result of 
their decomposition, then we do have to ask ourselves: What happened 
after that ? This question now forces itself upon us because a compost— 
whether vegetational or cultural—is inevitably a transitory state of 
things. A compost is created by a combination of decaying remnants of 
last year’s crop; it is exhausted in the process of giving sustenance to this 
year’s crop. Therefore, if we find that there has been a compost, we have 
to expect that it will have produced a harvest. What, then, has been the 
Syriac-Hellenic cultural syncretism’s harvest? The answer is: two 
missionary religions and several dvilizations which these two religions 
have incidentally mothered. 

Christianity and Islam are manifestly two specimens of one and the 
same species. Both have sprung from the same s^cretism of the debris 
of two extinct dvilizations. Bo^ address themselves to all mankind and 
aim at nothing short of the conversion of the whole World. Both estab¬ 
lished themselves first within the framework of a universal state, pro¬ 
gressively converted this state’s population, and survived its fall, to go 
on spreading, far and wide, into regions beyond the fallen state’s 
horizon. As rar as I can see, this paralleUsm in the histories of Christian¬ 
ity and Islam is indisputable; and, if it is, I did not go astray in pointing 
it out in previous volumes. But I was, I now think, mistaken in assodat- 
ing Christianity more closely than Islam with the antecedent Hellenic 
Civilization and in assodating Islam more closely than Christianity with 
* Chapter VII, tectioo 13, pp. 368-9. * See pp. 89-90. 
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the antecedent Syriac Civilization. Both religions have both Syriac and 
Hellenic antecedents; and in both religions both these elements are of 
capital importance. It is therefore an error to think of Christianity and 
the Christian and Post-Christian civilizations as stemming primarily 
from the Hellenic Civilization, and to think of Islam and the Islamic 
Civilization as stemming primarily from the Syriac Civilization. Islam, 
Christianity, and the several civilizations that these two religions have 
mothered, arc all products, direct or indirect, of an identic^ compost 
consisting of both Syriac and Hellenic elements. 

My error on this point led me into another. As a result of deriving 
Islam from the Syriac Civilization exclusively, I thought of the Caliphate, 
within which Islam developed in its formative stage, as being a Syriac 
institution—^a Syriac universal state—on the analogy of the Hellenic 
universal state embodied in the Roman Empire. The Roman Empire 
certainly played the same part in the early history of Christianity that 
the Caliphate played in the early history of Islam;^ and the Roman 
Empire was, as I saw it and still see it, an Hellenic institution: the 
Hellenic universal state. But it does not follow that the Caliphate played 
an analogous part in Syriac history, just because it did play an analogous 
part in the history of Islam. I still think that I was right in connecting 
the Caliphate with the Achaemenian Empire, and in seeing the Calipliate 
as a resumption of this earlier polity. Their areas were approximately 
coincident, and each of them found its centre of gravity in 'Iraq (Baby¬ 
lonia), though the empire-builders who founded each of these two 
polities came from elsewhere (from Iran in the earlier case and from 
Arabia in the later one). But I now hold that the Achaemenian Empire 
and the Caliphate are, not two phases of a Syriac universal state, but two 
representatives of a long series of empires based on the agricultural 
productivity of the alluvial soil of the lower basin of the Tigris and 
Euphrates. 

This series begins, as I now see it, with the Empire of Agade {circa 
2360-2180 B.c.) and ends, perhaps, with the Safawi Empire (sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries of the Christian Era), which failed in the end 
to hold 'Iraq against the 'Osmanli successors of the Roman Empire, or 
with the ephemeral eighteenth-century empire of Nadir Sh^—the 
Afshar war-lord who succeeded in momentarily reuniting 'Iraq with 
Iran.^ The Seleucid, Parthian, and Sasanian empires, wluch were ail 
likewise based on 'Iraq, are other links in the chain. These three last- 
mentioned empires cover continuously the whole chronolomcal interval 
between the destruction of the Achaemenian Empire and me establish¬ 
ment of the Caliphate. The recognition of these connecting links makes 
my association of the Caliphate with the Achaemenian Empire more 
convincing; but in doing that it refutes my hypothesis that the Achae¬ 
menian Empire and the Caliphate were products of the Syriac Civiliza¬ 
tion—in fact, successive embodiments of a Syriac universal state. The 
series of empires based on 'Iraq can be interpreted, more convincingly, 
as being products of the Sumero-Akkadian Civilization. This interpreta¬ 
tion of ^em is self-evident down to the date of the extinction of the 

> See p. 400, footnote 1. > See pp. 191 and 307. 
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SumerO'Akkadian Civilization in the later days of the Parthian Empire; 
but it is also reasonable to suppose that an institution may have a 
momentum that carries it on after the civilization that generated it has 
passed out of existence. This is still easier to imagine if the institution in 
question has, as it has in this case, an enduring^ geographical, as well as 
an ephemcr^ cultural, basis. And this would explain the continuing 
recurrence of empires based on Traq down to the seventeenth century 
of the Christian Era. 

In assigning the Achaemenian Empire to the Sumero-Akkadian 
Civilization and seeing in the Caliphate one of the Sumero-Akkadian 
Civilization’s posthumous political products, one is, of course, implying 
that the Syriac Civilization did not ever produce a universal state of its 
own. This is, after all, what we should expect a priori, considering the 
comparative earliness of the stage in Syriac history at which the local 
states of the Syriac World lost their independence and were liquidated. 
After that, the Syriac Socie^ had to live as a hermit crab within political 
framework that were not of its own making. Its success in maintaining 
its cultural identity under these adverse political conditions is one of the 
most remarkable of the Syriac Civilization’s many remarkable feats. 
The uprooted and scattered speakers of the Aramaic koinS lived to sec 
the Persian builders of the Achaemenian Empire prefer the Aramaic 
koini to both Medo>Persian and Akkadian for use as an imperial lingua 
franca’, and this oecumenical Aramaic language and alphabet had drawn 
the Iranian peoples into the Syriac Civilization’s held before this civiliza¬ 
tion lost its identity except for the survival of the Samaritans and the 
Jews. The Jews and the Samaritans have outdone all other Syriac com¬ 
munities in managing to survive, as distinct communities, right down to 
the present day.* 

The interpretation of history that has been given in this chapter up to 
this point maintains the historical connexion between the Syriac and 
Hellenic civilizations on the one hand, and the Christian and Muslim 
religions on the other, that I have assumed in volume i of this book. But 
the configuration of this passage of history that emerges from my pre¬ 
sent reconsideration of it is materially different. In my revised picture, 
Christianity and Islam are each derived from both the Syriac and the 
Hellenic Civilization, but neither religion is derived from cither of these 
two civilizations direct. The immediate origin of both lies in a compost 
compounded of elements of the two civilizations after the civilizations 
themselves had both decomposed. 

We have still to consider the affiliations and the status of the civiliza¬ 
tions now in existence in that part of the Oikoummi that lies to the west 
of the Hindu World. This question need not arise for anyone who is 
convinced of the reality of Spengler’s hypothetical 'Magian Civiliza¬ 
tion’. He might ^mply take it for granted that this civilization is still a 

< 'Enduring', not 'permanent', aince the agricultural potential of 'Iraq, like that of 
Egvpt, is a ereatioo of human imagination, enterprise, orgaoizatioD, and industry; 
and, having been wrung from Nature by Man's efforts, it can revert to its original atato 
of Nature if these efforts relax (see i. ^15-18; it. 42-43). 

* A Jewish model for civilizations, tn which the institution is a diaspord, not a 
universal state, has been sketehed on pp. 209-17. 
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going concern today and that what we think of as the Christian and 
Islamic worlds arc really just two provinces of the ‘Magian Civilization’s’ 
present-day domain. However, Spengler himself, and Bagby following 
him, shy away, as we have seen,' from labelling the dviluation now 
existing in the West as a phase of the 'Magian Civilization’ (or the 'Near 
Eastern Civilization’, as Bagby has re-Ubelled it). Such a dismissal of 
the Western Civilization, and denial of its title to be regarded as being 
a separate and distinctive civilization in its own right, would fly too 
flatly in the face of manifest and intractable facts. The civilization that is 
in existence today in the West has distinctive characteristics of its own 
which are as deflnite as those of, say, the Hellenic Civilization or the 
Egyptiac or the Sumero^Akkadian or the Indian or the Chinese. The 
r«ility of each of these five specimens, at any rate, is indisputable, even 
if the status of others—the ‘Magian’ and the ‘Syriac’ among them—may 
be in doubt. To deny the reality of the Western Civilization would im¬ 
pugn the reality of all civilizations, and would thus be tantamount to 
denying the existence of the species itself. Students of history may 
discuss the date at which the distinctive lineaments of the Western 
Civilization first become discernible. Can we trace this civilization’s 
distinctive identity back to the seventh century of the Christian Era or 
only to the eleventh century or the fifteenth or the seventeenth or the 
eighteenth ? However late we may place the date of a distinctive Western 
Civilization’s emergence, we shall be admitting that there is a Western 
Civilization today. The truth is that, today, t^ civilization not only 
exists but overshadows the rest of the World. 

Spengler and Bagby have admitted the Western Civilization’s reality 
and distinctiveness, but they have not realized that, in making this 
admission, they have implicitly acknowledged the existence, not just of 
the Western Civilization itself, but of a number of others as well which 
they leave unrecognized, packed away in the 'Magian* or ‘Near Eastern’ 
Civilization’s capacious hold-all. The recognition of these other civiliza¬ 
tions follows automatically from a recognition of the Western Civiliza¬ 
tion, because these other civilizations have the same title to be recognized 
that the Western Civilization has. 

The Western Civilization has a Christian origin. The Christian religion 
has mothered it; and the Christian Church has served as the chrysalis 
from which it has emerged. But it is not the only civilization that stands 
in thb relation to Christianity. The ecclesiastical chrysalis of the 
Western Civilization has been the Roman See, but the Roman Patri¬ 
archate is one of five. Rome has not ever succeeded in winning more 
than a temporary and local acceptance of her claim to supremacy over the 
entire Christian Church. This claim is rejected today by all the four 
Eastern Orthodox patriarchates—Constantinople, Antioch, Alexandria, 
and Jerusalem—and by the autocephalous Eastern Orthodox churches 
that are in communion with them. Moreover, the Eastern Orthodox 
Church’s possession of two of its patriarchates is disputed by other 
Christian churches. There is a Coptic Monophysite, as well as an Ortho¬ 
dox, Patriarchate of Alexandria. There is both a Jacobite Monophysite 

» On pp. 9a-i)3. 

Q2 
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and a Nestorian Dyophosite, as well as an Orthodox, Patriarchate of 
Antioch. This fission of the Christian Church has produced a plurality 
of Christendoms and Christian civilizations; and the Western Civiliza¬ 
tion is only one among them. 

The West has been fond of imagining that it is the only civilization in 
Christendom. It has arrived at ^s picture of itself by ignoring the 
Nestorian and Monophysite Christendoms and by thinlung of Eastern 
Orthodox Christendom as having been first subordinate to the West and 
then superfluous to it. Medieval Westerners wrote off the Eastern 
Orthodox Christians as being rebellious ecclesiastical subjects of the 
Roman See. Modern Western historians have followed this Western 
tradition. They have interpreted the history of the Eastern Orthodox 
Christian Byzantine (alias East Roman) Empire in Western terms. They 
have seen it as a temporary carapace which served to shield the Western 
World’s eastern flank from Muslim assaults in the Western Civilization’s 
early days, when it might have succumbed altogether to these attacks if 
it had exposed to them at short range, as it did succumb in the 
Iberian Peninsula to a Muslim attack delivered at very long range from 
the Muslim Arabs’ base. When the Byzantine carapace had served its 
purpose of allowing the Western Civilization time to grow strong enough 
to defend itself, it crumpled up, worsted at last by the blows that the 
Muslims had bmn raining on it all this time. The Western view about 
this is much the same today as it was in the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries. Sentimentally the East Roman Empire’s fall was regrettable; 
practically, it did not now matter. 

The Western reading of Eastern Orthodox history is, of course, belied 
by the historical facts. The Greek Christian Roman Empire fell to rise 
again in the shape of a Turkish Muslim Roman Empire; and the Eastern 
Orthodox Christian peoples’ loss of their political independence did not 
bring either their existence or their civilization to an end. Moreover, one 
Eastern Orthodme country, Russia, never did lose its independence, and 
today Russia is challenging the West’s ascendancy over the rest of the 
World. The West’s attempt to read the history of this sister Christian 
civilization in Western terms, and to treat it as subordinate to the West, 
is, in fact, preposterous. Its preposterousness can be measured by a 
Westerner if he reminds himself of Eastern OrthodoxChristendom’s treat¬ 
ment of the Westerner’s own civilization. In Eastern Orthodox Christian 
eyes the Western peoples have been semi-barbarian schismatics living in 
the penumbra of civilization. To an Orthodox theologian’s mind the 
difference between Catholic and Protestant Western schismatic Chris¬ 
tians is obscure, and anyway it is not significant, since they agree in hold¬ 
ing the same aberrant Western doctrine about the Procession of the Holy 
Spirit. This Byzantine caricature of the West is no more preposterous 
than the Western caricature of Byzantine civilization and history. 

The story of Christendom has repeated itself in Dar-al-IsIam. Here, 
too, there have been, and are, more Islamic civilizations than one, and 
the cultural consequences of the break-up of the Caliphate are compar¬ 
able to those of the break-up of the Roman Empire.^ The subsequent 

> Tbe coafiguntion of IsUmic historjr has been dealt with in some detail in i. 67-73 
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division between an Eastern Orthodox Christian Civilization and a 
Western Christian Civilization, with Greek and Latin as their respective 
classical languages, has had its counterpart in a division between a dis¬ 
tinctively Arabic Muslim Civilization and a distinctively Iranic Muslim 
Civilization whose classical language is, not Arabic, but New Persian. 
The fission of Dar-al-Islam into me domains of two distinct Islamic 
civilizations was confined to the lin^istic and cultural plane. Unlike the 
corresponding fission in Christendom, it was not accompanied by an 
ecclesiastical schism over points of jurisdiction and of doctrine. But, 
when we have recognized ^e titles of each of the two Christian civiliza¬ 
tions, it would be inconsistent to refuse to recognize that there have also 
been two distinct Islamic civilizations.^ 

At the beginning of the sixteenth century of the Christian Era the 
religious, as well as the cultural, configuration of the Islamic World 
underwent a revolutionary transformation. There was then a sudden 
and surprising revival of the military and political power of the Shi'ah, 
which Iwd been dormant during the previous four or five hundred years. 
A Shi'i empire-builder, Isma'il Shah Safawi, now rapidly made himself 
master of Iran and ‘Iraq, imposed his own ancestral variety of the Shi'ah 
on his subjects, and thereby split the Iranic Muslim World into mutu¬ 
ally hostile fragments. Since then, the main division in the Islamic World 
has not been one between two cultures differentiated by their cultivation 
of two different classical languages. It has been a division between two 
incompatible views on a jurisdictional question that had split the Islamic 
World during the first four centuries ot Islamic history. Today there are 
still two Islamic civilizations, as there were during the five centuries 
ending circa a.d. 1500; but they are no longer an Arabic and an Iranic 
one; they are a Sunni and a Shi'i one. Of these two, the Shi'i is relatively 
parochial. Today it is more or less confined to Iran, the north-western 
comer of Afghanistan, the Lebanon, and the Yaman, with a diaspori in 
Pakistan and India, and the Yamani Shi'is are not of the same sect as 
the Lebanese and the Iranian. The recrudescence of the Shi'ah in the 
heart of the Islamic World, followed by the pressure of the West in more 
recent times, has had the effect of drawing all the Sunnis together. Their 
sense of doctrinal unity has proved stronger than their linguistic and 
cultural differentiation. In the light of this, it might be nearest to the 
truth to say that today there is a unitary Islamic civilization based on the 
Sunnah, and to think of the Shi'i enclaves in present-day Islam as being 
no more than islands of dissent. 

Even so, we are left with three civilizations—the Islamic, the Byzan¬ 
tine, and the Western—in the OikoumenSv/c&t of the Hindu World; and 
we have still to consider the diasporis that survive in these three civiliza¬ 
tions’ domains. 

The Jewish diaspori and the tiny remnant of the Samaritans in 

and 347-402. I still hold the views there propounded. See further Chap. XIV of the 
present volume, pp. 461-76. ... , , 

I In G. E. von Gruneoaum’s eyes, this conclusion la a lapse from historical per¬ 
ceptiveness induced by the temptations of a self-devouring system’. But he concedes 
that it is Intimate, and even convenient, to distinguish an Iriutic and an Arabic ‘seg¬ 
ment’ of the Islamic World as ’interacting groups within one and the same con¬ 
tinuum’ {Tfu Intent «/ ToynMs History: A Cooperatio* Appraisat). 
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Palestine, round NabiQs, are clearly survivals of the Syriac Civilization. 
The Jews and the Samaritans refused to allow themselves to be swallowed 
up in the Syriac-Hellenic cultural amalgam. They have preserved their 
identity, without a break, sincx the age of Syriac history before the 
politick extinction of Israel, Judah, and the other independent states of 
the Syriac World. The Zoroastrian diaspord has likewise preserved its 
identity by reding to be drawn into the Syriac-Hellenic syncretism. 
We shall reckon the Parsee community as being a third living repre¬ 
sentative of the Syriac Civilization if we consider that the convergence 
of the Syriac and the Iranian culture and their reciprocal influence on 
each other, in and after the Achaemenian Age, went to the length of 
cultural fusion. Otherwise, we must regard the Parsecs as being living 
representatives of a separate civilization, which we shall have to label the 
'Pre-Islamic Iranian*. 

How are we to classify the surviving Nestorian and Monophysite 
Christian diasporis, and the two Monophysite Christian nations—the 
Armenians and the Amharas—that still possess national states of their 
own: the Republic of Erivan and the Empire of Ethiopia? When we 
have conceded that there are a Byzantine and a Western Christian 
Civilization, we can hardly refuse to give an equal status to the Mono¬ 
physite and Nestorian quarters of Christendom. In the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries of the Christian Era, Nestorian Christendom was 
sprinkled across the breadth of Asia from the Euphrates to the Yellow 
River, and Monophysite Christendom still extends from the Caucasus 
to the headwaters of the Blue Nile, with a solid link at each end of the 
chain, though the intermediate links in Syria and Egypt have now worn 
thin and the former link in Nubia has quite rusted away. These two 
quarters of Christendom have each played an important part in history; 
and an historian who ignores or depreciates them does this at the risk of 
falsifying his picture of both past and present. If we choose, we may 
classify them as 'abortive civilizations'* on the ground that they failed to 
fulfU the role for which their adherents had cast them, and therefore for¬ 
feited this role to the younger Islamic Civilization. Yet 'abortive*, as well 
as effective, civilizations are specimens of the species; and, as such, they 
have to be taken into account. 

If the foregoing survey is correct, an impressive crop of higher 
religions and civilizations has sprung from ^e culture-compost de¬ 
posited by the decomposition and amalgamation of the Syriac and 
Hellenic civilizations. The higher religions in this cultural harvest are 
Christianity and Islam; the civilizations are those of the four Chris¬ 
tendoms, together with an Islamic Civilization that first divided into two 
and then re-coalesced except for a Shi'i minority.* 

* For «ny of thU term, tee ii. 322-44 tnd 424-52, »nd the present volume, 
Chsp^ Xylll, p. 554. 

2 This picture of ue confijpmtioa of the histories of civilisstions in the Old World, 
west of IndU, since the last millennium b.c, seems to me to fit the compUcsted (sets 
rtther better than Spenglcr’a picture fits them. But Spensler’s attempt to solve the 
problem hat fotmd sole supporters. Bagby tw^ows it wl^, as has b^ not^, and 
Borkenau finds h at any rate more convincinj^ than mine. Borkenau inclines to Spen- 
glcr's snd Bagby’s view that a single civiltzaeon only, and not a litter of civilizations, 
hss been generated by the coaleaccn ce of the Hellenic Civilization and the Syriac. ‘One 
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These second thoughts on the configuration of the S3rriac Civilization 
have inevitably run to some length because the subject of the inquiry is 
a complicated and a difficult one. We are dealing here with the history of 
the heart of the Oikoumeni in its most critical, and also most creative, 
phase. It wilt be seen that I have revised my original picture considerably. 
I shall not be surprised if my second picture is criticized as vigorously as 
my first has been; but I hope that, in any case, the reconsideration of the 
whole question in this chapter may at least help to elucidate a passage of 
history which is as important as it is enigmatic. 


XIV. ISLAM'S PLACE IN HISTORY 

I slam's epiphany was dramatic by comparison with Christianity’s 
and Buddhism’s. Jesus’s life and death passed unnoticed at the time, 
except among the obscure and tiny band of His Galilaean Jewish dis¬ 
ciples. Our information about His ministry comes exclusively from the 
scriptures of the Christian Church. We should know next to nothing 
about it if our only sources were the Hellenic literature in Greek and 
Latin and the Jewish literature in Aramaic of the first century of the 
Christian Era. SiddhSrtha Gautama’s ministry, likewise, is known only 
from the Pali scriptures of the Hinayana, though, according to these 
records, Gautama, unlike Jesus, was something of a public figure in 
His own lifetime. He was a king’s son; and, after He had renounced His 
worldly heritage. He still consorted with kings during His ministry. Yet 
Buddhism did not make a political impact on the World on a grand scale 
till about two hundred years, and Christianity not till about three 
hundred years, after the founder’s day, when their respective political 
fortunes were made by the conversions of A9oka and Constantine. On 
the other hand, Islam made a comparable impact during the founder’s 
own lifetime, and its political fortunes were made by the founder himself. 

Muhammad yielded, in the thirteenth year of his ministry, to the 
temptation whi<ffi, according to the Gospels, was resisted by Jesus at the 
beginning of His. For twelve years Muhammad had been a sincere and 
intrepid but utterly unsuccessful prophet.* He had won only a tiny band 

might conclude', he writes, ‘thst Alexander's conquests end the ensuing Hellcnisstion 
of the Middle Ems masked the death of this [i.e. the Syriac] Civtlttation and the emer- 

f ence of a new affiliated civilisation from tM fusion of the East and Hellas’ (P. Sor> 
enau in ComnenUay, March, X9;6, p. 247). Borkenau holds that Spengler is right, as 
against me, in assignii^ to this amgle Magian Civilization all those communities that 
have lost their territorial bases but have nevertheless preserved their distinctive com¬ 
munal identities in the form of millets (ibid.). 

I Philip Bagby has derided me (in ToyiAttmd Hittcry,^. 105) for suting this notorious 
fact in previous volumes of this book (e.g. iii. 467; v. x 28 and 676)^ ss if I bad made a 
ludicrous gaffe. The statement is, of course, s commonplace. It will be found in every 
serious account of Muhammad’s career. Muhammad was, in the end, a conspicuously 
successful man, but he succeeded, not as a prophet, but ss s statesman. Islam, too, was, 
in the end, s conspicuously successful religion, but its spiritual fortune was made by the 
converted descendants of Christians and Zoroastrians who had become political sub¬ 
jects of the niilitsnt Islamic state. These equally notorious facts are also mentioned by 
me in the contexts cited in the present footnote. In order to understand the character 
and career of Muhammad and the history of the religion thst he founded, we have to 
distinguish (i) between Mubsmmsd’s success ss a statesman and his failure as s prophet, 
and (it) between the immediate success of his Islamic state and the eventual success of 
Islam Itself as a universal religion. 
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of converts; most of these had had eventually to take asylum in Abys¬ 
sinia; and Muhammad himself was in daily danger of meeting Jesus’s 
fate. After his acceptance of the invitation from the people of Yathrib 
(subsequently known as Medina)^ to become the head of their state, 
Muhammad proved to be not only a prophet but also a political genius. 
Before his death he had compelled the commercial oligarchy of his 
native city-state Mecca to capitulate to him, and had shown his states- 
manship^and also the generosity of his character—in the moderateness 
of the terms with which he had contented himself. In addition he had 
extended his rule from the city-state of Yathrib over a large part of the 
Arabian Peninsula besides Mecca, and his troops had made a probing 
raid on the Roman Empire’s dominions in Transjordan. This piece of 
audacity had met with prompt chastisement, but it was premonitory 
of the sweeping conquests that were to be made by Muhammad’s im¬ 
mediate politick successors. Within less than twenty years of his death 
they had conquered the whole of the Sasanian Persian Empire and the 
best part of the Roman Empire: that is to say, Syria, in the broadest sense 
of the word, and also Egypt 

These dramatically rapid military and political successes of early 
Islam have given some Western students of history the impression that 
the epiphany of Islam made an unusually sharp break in me history of 
the Ola-Worid Oikoumeni and that it had no antecedents and no pre¬ 
cedents. Christopher Dawson’s dictum^ that history 'allows the whole 
world situation to be suddenly transformed by the action of a single in¬ 
dividual like Muhammad or Alexander’ has already been quoted in this 
volume.’ A. L. Kroeber has expressed the same view. 'Islam’, he says,* 
‘had no infancy and no real growth, but sprang up, Minerva-like, full¬ 
blown with the life of one man.* 

If this were the truth, Islam’s lack of antecedents could not be due 
just to the suddemiess of its epiphany. This was neither more nor less 
sudden than the epiphanies of other religions and philosophies which, 
like Islam, had single historical founders, but whose founders—unlike 
what is alleged of Muhammad—had a long tradition behind them, as, 
for instance, Jesus had in the history of Judaism and in the antecedent 
religion of Israel, and as Gautama had in the previous development of 
Indian philosophy. The alleged lack of antecedents in Muhammad’s 
case would be inexplicable. The simple and adequate explanation is that 
this Western picture is an hallucination. In reality there were sub¬ 
stantial antecedents to Islam’s epiphany and a number of precedents for 
it, as will be argued in the present chapter. Meanwhile, it is worth paus¬ 
ing to examine how the prevalent Western impression to the contrary 
arose. 

One of the historical phenomena that have created this erroneous im¬ 
pression is the scale, speed, and revolutionariness of Islam’s military and 
political impact on the World within the thirty years beginning with 
Muhammaa’s withdrawal from Mecca to Medina in A.D. 622. Within 

> i.c. Mtdintt-aa-Ntbi, meuiing ‘the city of the Prophet'. 

* In Tkt Dyntoma of World Hittory, p. 357. 

) Ooj>. t6. See eUo p. t6, footnote 6. 

* A. L. Kroeber: Th« Naturt of Cvlturo, p. 388. 
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those thirty years the Islamic state incorporated, as has just been noted, 
the whole of Arabia, the whole of the Sasanian Persian Empire, and the 
Roman Empire’s dominions in Syria and Egypt. These immense 
polirical successes are apt to impress modem Western scholars in 
particular, because modern Western Society is particularly political* 
minded. The Islamic state conquered vast territories and populations 
almost at one blow; but, in the subsequent transformation of the 
conquered peoples’ religious, artistic, and intellectual outlook, Islam 
was no swifter and no more revolutionary than Christianity and Budd> 
hism had been. Subjects can be won more quickly and easily than con* 
verts. The conversion of the Islamic state’s subjects to Islam was a 
gradual process.* It took at least six centuries, and even then it was not 
complete. Jewish, Christian, and Zoroastrian minorities have survived 
in the Islamic World down to this day—partly thanks to the toleration 
that Muhammad himself enjoined upon Muslims, in the Qur’&n,* in 
their dealings with non-Muslim ‘People of the Book* who had sub¬ 
nutted to the rule of the Islamic state. Moreover, in so far as Islam won 
its way, it won it, like the other misrionary religions, by unavowedly 
receiving into itsdf many of the elements in its converts’ previous 
religions. In this case, as in those, the price of converting was com¬ 
promise. 

Another historical phenomenon that has given Western minds the 
impression that the advent of Islam brought with it a sharp break in 
historical continuity is the sudden accompanying elevation of the Arabic 
language to a dominating position. In the reien of the Caliph 'Abd-al- 
Malik {imperabat A.D. 685-705) Arabic was substituted for Greek as the 
official language of administration in those dominions of the Islamic 
state that had formerly belonged to the Roman Empire. But the Arabic 
language’s chief triumph was in the unofficial realm of literature. The 
sources for the study of Islamic history, from Muhammad’s lifetime 
onwards, are copious, and many of them are of first-rate value from the 
historian’s professional point of view. Muhammad’s career, unlike Jesus’s, 
can be followed point by point—and, in some of its chapters, almost day 
by day—in the full light of history. But these valuable historical records 
are all in Arabic; and this pulls up short the Western historian who has 
been following the history of South-West Asia and Egypt in Greek and 
Latin records over a span of nearly twelve hundred years, beginning 
with the antecedents of the establishment of the Achaemenian Persian 
Empire, as recorded in Greek by Herodotus, and coming down to the 
campaigns of the Roman Emperor Heraclius as recorded in the same 
language by George the Pisidian fwho would have been Herodotus the 
Carian’s neighbour if they had been contemporaries). Then, at the 
advent of Islam before the end of Heraclius’s reign, the Greek-reading 
Western historian suddenly Ends that the language that has served as his 
key to the history of twelve centuries no longer suffices. This confirms 

r Accounts of it will be found in T. W. Arnold: Th* Prtathing of liUm, and ed. 
(Lon^o Z9I3, Constsble); A. S. Tritton: The Caiiphs and their Non-Muslim Sid^eeU 
(London 1930, Milford); L. £. Browne: The Eclipse of Christicnity in Asia (Csmbndse 
* 933 . University Press). 

* e.g. Surah xxii. 17, quoted in v. 674, footnote 1. 
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his impression that» at this point, he is confronted with a break in the 
continuity of history.* 

This is how it loolu to a Western historian, educated in the Greek and 
Latin languages and literatures, whose point of departure is the Pre- 
Alexandrine Hellenic World and who views the adjacent Achaemenian 
Empire and its Hellenic successor-states from the Hellenic angle. He 
does not realize that this Hellenic point of view gives an inadequate 
picture of South-West Asian and Egyptian history from first to last; and 
so, when he is confronted with the manifest indispensability of historical 
records in the Arabic lang;uage for the history of the core of the Oikou- 
meni from the seventh century of the Christian Era onwards, he does 
not see the significance of this baffling experience. What it signifies is 
that other lan^ages besides Greek are indispensable for a study of the 
history of the preceding twelve centuries as well. 

Even if the historian confines his attention to the political surface of 
history, he ought to check the veracity of Herodotus’s Greek narrative 
by comparing it with the Achaemenian emperors’ surviving official 
documents in the Medo-Persian, Elamite, Akkadian, Aramaic, and 
Egyptian languages and scripts. If he wants to probe down below the 
political surface to the economic level, he must study the voluminous 
cuneiform records of private business transactions in the Akkadian 
language, produced under the Achaemenian and Seleucid regimes, that 
have been unearthed in Babylonia. The irrigated alluvium of the lower 
Tigris-Euphrates basin was the economic power-house of each of these 
empires in turn; and Akkadian, not Greek, is the key language for any 
study of the economic history of South-West Asia in this age—even for 
the time when, on the polidt^ plane, the Achaemenidae had been sup¬ 
planted by the Greek-speaking Seleucid dynasty. If the inquirer wants 
to probe down below the economic level to the religious, then he must 
read Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, Avestan, and Pehlevi—and Pali and 
Sanskrit too, if he is going to invade India at Demetrius of Bactria’s 
heels. In fact, for any inquirer into Egyptian and South-West Asian 
history who takes a compr^ensive view of history, languages other than 
Greek are of capital importance throughout, and not merely since the 
advent of Islam and of the Arabic language in Islam’s train. In this 
perspective the obvious indispensability of Arabic and inadequacy of 
Gre^ fi-om the seventh century of the Christian Era onwards will be 
seen to be no sudden revolutionary new departure. The self-assertion of 
Arabic merely makes it impossible to continue to turn a blind eye to a 
situation that has been coi^ronting the inquirer all the time. 

Let us suppose that the Roman Empire had not recovered from the 

1 J. B. Buiy’s fint edition of A History 0/ tht Laur Roman Empire carried the story 
down slcnost to the end of the eiahth century of the Christien Ere. The second edition 
breaks off at a. 1>. 565. the date ot the death of the Emperor Justinian, and a few years 
before the date of the birth of the Prophet Muhammad. After the second edition had 
bem published, Bury told the present writer that he now look^ beck on the first 
edition as an act of youthful rashness. He had ventured to deal with the history of the 
seventh and eighth centuries without bating mastered the Arabic language. By the time 
when he was producing his second edition, he could not face either trying to master 
Arabic or trying, without having done this, to rewrite the history of Uwse two centuries. 
So, this time, he bad laid down his pen it the latest convenient stopping-place before 
the date of the beginning of Muhammad's career. 
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bout of anarchy and disruption into whidi it fell in A.D. 235. L«t us 
suppose, in fact, that Zenobia, the queen of the North Arabian city- 
state of Palmyra, had been able to retain the territories that she had 
acquired, at lightning speed, at the Roman Empire’s expense. Her 
dominions extended, at their widest, over the whole eastern third of 
the Roman Empire. They stretched north-westward to the Black Sea 
Straits and sou^-westward to the Syrtes. Let us suppose, further, that 
Zenobia had been a Christian, and that she had derived her Christianity 
from the Mesopotamian Christian Idngdom of Osrhoene, and had there¬ 
fore acquired it in the Syriac language, not in the Greek. And, finally, 
let us suppose that she had been half a century ahead of Constantine in 
giving Christianity an official status in her dominions. None of these 
suppositions is extravagant. History could easily have taken this turn. 
And, if it had, then Christianity would have made the same impression 
on Western historians that Islam now makes. It would have seemed to 
them suddenly and unforescenly to have changed the face of the World 
by depriving the Western hbtorian of his linguistic key to an under¬ 
standing of the World’s history. Zenobia’s hypothetical Christianity 
would have enthroned the Syriac langtiage in the Greek language’s place, 
as Muhammad’s historical Islam did enthrone Arabic in its place some 
four hundred years later. This would have created, in Western eyes, the 
same impression of a revolutionary break; and in this imaginary event, as 
in the historical event, the impression would have been illusory. All that 
would then have happened in the third century would have been merely 
what did happen in the seventh century. A ‘pscudomorphosis’, in 
Spengler's us^ of the term,* would have been convicted of being the 
camouflage that it always had been in reality. The presence of the ever¬ 
present non-Hellenic core of South-West Asian life, beneath the 
Hellenic veneer, would have been exposed some four hundred years 
earlier than the actual date at which the veneer was stripped offi But this 
exposure would not have made a revolutionary break in the continuity of 
history if it had occurred in the third century, any more than it made 
one in the seventh century. Islam's alleged lack of antecedents turns out 
to be nothing more substantial than a Western Hellenist’s illusion. 

If we look at Pre-Islamic history again, and look, this time, with non- 
Hellenic eyes, we shall And abundant antecedents and precedents for all 
the main phenomena that constitute, in combination, the epiphany of 
Islam. 

The non-Arab world was first apprised of the new religion’s epiphany 
by a militant outbreak of Semitic-speaking Nomads from the Arabian 
Peninsula; but the Arab Volkerwandcrung in the seventh century of the 
Christian Era was not the first eruption of its kind, any more than it was 
the last. The Arabs themselves had erupted out of Arabia twice before: 
in the second century b.c., when the Seleucid Empire was losing its grip 
on the Fertile Crescent, and, before that, in the seventh century b.c., 
when the Assyrian Empire was beginning to labour under the weight of 
its self-imposed military burdens. The Araraaean-Chaldaean-Hebrew 
eruption in the thirteenth century B.c., when the New Empire of Egypt 
* See Chapter XVIII, Anitex, pp. 670-4. 
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was in decline, is comparable to the Muslim Arab eruption in point of 
magnitude and vehemence. Round about the beginning of the second 
millennium B.c. the Amorites had erupted as far afield as their Aramaean 
successors penetrated. Five or six hundred years earlier the Akkadians 
had thrust their way out of the desert on to the alluvium, to the north¬ 
west of Sumer, and had pressed on, up the Tigris, into the country that 
they made into Assyria. The Canaanites must have erupted out of Arabia 
no later than the Akkadians, and their occupation of Syria may have 
been still earlier. 

The vast Islamic empire expanded, within the span of a single genera¬ 
tion, out of a tiny nucleus: a single city-state commanding a single oasis. 
But Muhammad’s Yathrib had its predecessors in Zenobia’s Palmyra 
and, on a smaller scale, in Petra and in Hatra. In each of these earUer 
cases, too, a city-state in an Arabian oasis had generated a notable 
political pow'er. The Roman Emperor Trajan liquidated the miniature 
empire of Petra and annexed its territories; but he was defeated in his 
attempt to capture Hatra. The lines of the Roman invader’s unsuccess¬ 
ful circumvaUation surround the inviolate walls of Hatra to this day. 
Hatra had been under the protection of the trinity of goddesses who, in 
Muhammad’s day, were the protectresses of Mecca. Their potency was 
so great that Muhammad almost succumbed to the temptation to 
stultify his mission by proclaiming them to be daughters of the One 
True God of the pure religion of Abraham. 

Under the Umayyad regime, which centred itself on Syria and chose 
Damascus for its capital, the Islamic state was, first and foremost, a 
successor-state of the Roman Empire. In this role it had been anticipate, 
in the sbeth and seventh centuries of the Christian Era, by the princi¬ 
pality of the BanuGhassin, who had guarded the Roman Empire's desert 
marges, and in the third century by the wide, though short-lived, 
empire that 2 ^nobia had ruled from Palmyra. The Umayyads (with the 
single exception of 'Umar II) found Hellenism more to their taste than 
Islam—as witness the Hellenic decorations of Hish 3 m’s palace on the 
northern outskirts of Jericho. In this philhellenism they had been 
anticipated by earlier barbarian conquerors of previously Hellenized 
ground: for instance, the Parthians in Iran and 'Iraq and the Kushans 
in Bactria and India. 

By conquering 'Iraq and Iran as well as Syria and Egypt, the Islamic 
state had made itself a successor-state of the Sasanian ^ipire as well as 
of the Roman Empire. The economic pull of 'Iraq on its Arab con¬ 
querors made itself felt when the Umayyad regime was replaced by the 
‘Abbasid regime, and when the capital of the Islamic state was moved 
from Damascus to the new city or Baghdad. Under the 'Abbasids the 
Islamic state took its ^ce in the long series of empires based on 'Iraq’s 
economic resources. The series stretched back through the Sasanian, 
Parthian, Seleudd, Achaemenian, and Neobabylonian empires to the 
Empire of Agade, which had given political unity to the Fer^e Crescent 
in the third millennium B.c. 

The Islamic state, in the first chapter of its history, was up in arms 
against the political ascendancy of Hellenism in South-West Asia and 
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Egypt—an ascendancy that had been upheld there by Roman power 
since the last century b.c. On the cultural plane, on the other hand, 
Islam eventually equipped itself for playing its part as a universal 
religion by drawing on Hellenic intellectual resources.' Thus its attitude 
towards Hellenism was the ambivalent one of attraction towards it on 
the cultural plane coexisting with hostility towards it on the political 
plane. But this ambivalence towards Hellenism was not peculiar to 
Islam. It was the attitude of both Monoph)^ite and Nestorian Christian¬ 
ity at the time when Islam first took ^e held; and, before that, it had 
been the attitude of Catholic Christianity imtil the concordat with 
the Roman Imperial Government had degraded this into being the 
'Imperialist' (Melchite) Church in the eyes of the Roman Empire’s 
disaffected Syrian and Egyptian Christian subjects. Before the days of 
Constantine and Theodosius, the Catholic Christian Church had been 
anti-Hellenic and philhellene simultaneously. It had won its converts 
from Hellenism by presenting itself to them in an Hellenic dress. Islam 
was following these Christian precedents when, after completing the 
expulsion of Hellenism from South-West Asia and Egypt on the 
political plane, it proceeded to provide itself with a theology by having 
recourse to Hellenic philosophy. 

The various aspects of the epiphany and early subsequent history of 
Islam thus turn out to have antecedents and precedents, like other his¬ 
torical phenomena. More than that, they can be satisfactorily explained. 
We can see why Muhammad, in his particular generation, was moved to 
engage in his religious mission. We can see why he was compelled to 
become a politician as well as a prophet. We can see why the Islamic 
state, in the first chapter of its history, was able to make its swift and 
sweeping military conquests. Finally, we can see how, after the estab¬ 
lishment of the Islamic world-state, Islam developed into a universal 
religion of the same order as Christianity and on a par with it. 

Muhammad's prophetic mission can be explained as a consequence of 
the cumulative effect of a gradual but progressive penetration of Arabia 
by the influences of civili^tioa.* This process may have begun before 
the close of the second millennium b.c., when the domestication of the 
camel made all but the greatest of the Arabian deserts traversable by 
Man. Before the end of the last millennium B.c. the Yaman had, as we 
have seen,’ been drawn into the field of the S3rriac Civilization. In the 
sixth century B.C. the Neobabylonian Emperor Nabunaid had estab¬ 
lished an outpost of the Sumero-Akkadian Civilization in the North- 
West Arabian oasis of TaymS. By Muhammad’s time, Judaism and 
Christianity were radiating their influence into the Arabian Peninsula 
vigorously from the north-west, the south-west, and the north-east. 
There were well-esublishcd Jewish communities at Khaybar and 
Yalhrib, and Christian communities in the Yaman. In the Arabia of 
Muhammad’s day there was a widespread feeling that it was high time 
for the Arabs to become ‘People of the Book’, such as the Jews and the 
Christians were. Muhammad had equally sincere, though less articulate, 

> See p. 450, with footnote 2, above, end «l«o pp. 471 and 671, footnote t. 

» TTxia pomt haa been noticed in iii. 277. > On pp. 393 ~ 4 - 
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predecessors in the hanife, and he had a contemporary and a potential 
ri'ral in the Prophet Maslamah. If the Hijazi prophet Muhammad had 
failed, the Najdi prophet Maslamah might have done the equivalent 
of Muhammad’s work; and, if Maslamah, too, had failed, some other 
prophet would have arisen, in some other part of Arabia, to step into 
Maslamah’s and Muhammad’s shoes. So far from springing up ^Min- 
crva-like, full-blown, with the life of one man’,* Islam, like Christianity, 
had a long pre-natal history. A normal birth offers an apter simile for 
the epiphany of Islam than the legendary birth of the goddess Athene. 
A normal birth is a sudden and dramatic event, but it does not come out 
of the blue and is therefore not inexplicable. 

In the second part of his public career, beginning with his withdrawal 
from Mecca to Medina, Muhammad successfully played the military 
and political part for which the Jews, after their loss of their political 
independence, had cast their expected Messiah. 

The Jewish Messiah’s designated task was, humanly speaking, a for¬ 
lorn hope. He was to overthrow a world-empire to which the Jews were 
subject, and was to establish a Jewish world-empire in its place. It was 
recognized that the Messiah could succeed only in virtue of his being 
supported by Yahweh’s almighty power. Left to his own human re¬ 
sources he would be foredoomed; and, in fact, as long as the Roman 
Empire lasted, every Jewish political leader who tried to play the con¬ 
ventional Messiah’s part brought a crushing disaster on hunself and on 
his community. The Roman power was invincible and ubiquitous. The 
mere accusation of aspiring to be the Messiah was enough to procure 
a death-sentence—as Jesus’s Jewish enemies knew when they brought 
this charge against Him in Pilate’s court. As the story is told in the 
Gospels, the charge against Jesus was groundless. Either He had not 
claimed to be the Messiah in any sense, or He had made the claim in a 
non-political and non-militant sense that changed the conventional con¬ 
cept of the Messiah's role out of all recognition. Nevertheless, Jesus was 
put to death by the Roman authorities. They were taking no chances. In 
fact, under the regime of the Roman world-state, a prophet was doomed 
if he >^'as even fairly accused of intending to go into politics and to take 
up arms. His only hope lay in a policy of strict non-violence, and even 
this might not save him. 

The regime under which Muhammad entered on his prophetic mis¬ 
sion was entirely different. He was a citizen of a turbulent city-state. In 
the Mecca of his day non-violence certainly would not save the life of a 
prophet who was preaching a doctrine that was objectionable to the local 
ruling oligarchy. But, unlike the Roman Empire, the Meccan city-state 
was not ubiquitous. Its jurisdiction was limited to a single oasis. It was 
practicable to withdraw beyond the reach of the Quraysh’s not very long 
arm; and thus, when Muhammad was offered the politi<^ headship of 
the independent dty-state of Medina, he had found his effective retort 
to the Meccan oligarchy’s hostility. Since Muhammad at Medina turned 
out to be a political genius, his retort, before long, became not merely 
effective but crushing. His political career need not be considered 

I Kroeber, quoted oo p. 462. 
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further in this present context, as it has been discussed at some length in 
a previous volume.* It is stifficicnt here to note that there is nothing in¬ 
explicable in it. 

Nor is there any mystery about the causes of the early Islamic state’s 
swift and sweeping military successes. The key is to be found in the 
division of the territories once conquered from the Achaemenidae by 
Alexander between two rival empires: one of them based on 'Iraq and 
the other centred on the Mediterranean. This political constellation had 
been in existence for 700 years by the time when Muhammad’s second 
political successor, the Caliph 'Umar I (jmperabat a.d. 634-44) over¬ 
threw the Sasanian Persian Empire and wrested from ^e Roman 
Empire its dominions south-east of Taurus. The two empires had 
brought these disasters upon themselves by allowing the chronic 
border-warfare between them to boil up, from a limited competition for 
the possession of frontier fortresses and provinces, into a life-and-death 
struggle in which the very existence of both powers was at stake. Most of 
Muhammad’s lifetime {^ebat circa a.d. 570-632) was occupied, in the 
heart of the Oikoununi immediately to the north of Arabia, by two long- 
drawn-out and devastating Romano-Persian wars {^gerebantur a.d. 572- 
91 and 603-28) that ended, as far as the two belligerents’ mutual rela¬ 
tions were concerned, in nothing more constructive than a re-establish- 
ment of the status mo ante. The effective consequent change was in the 
balance of power between the two empires and the Arab barbarians 
beyond their southern frontiers. Both empires emerged from this double 
great war exhausted. By contrast, the Arabs emerged notably enriched 
and instructed. They had earned money by serving as mercenaries on 
both sides; they had invested much of it in buying up-to-date military 
equipment; and, most important of all, they had learnt by practice how 
to use this equipment and how to conduct military operations with large 
forces on the grand scale. This speeded up and completed a process that 
had been going on for some centuries past. For religion was not the 
only element of‘civilization’ that had been seeping into Arabia. Military 
equipment and skill had been seeping in as well, even before the long 
history of Romano-Persian warfare had mounted to its fatal climax. The 
most potent new weapon that the Arabs had acquired in the Pre-Islamic 
Age was the horse,* and horsemanship had made the Arabs militarily 
formidable—as it was to make the Plains Indians of North America 
when they had acquired the horse from the Spaniards.* 

Thus, by the time of Muhammad’s h^rak to Medina, the Arabs already 
possessed all the requisites for becoming world-conquerors except one, 
and that was politick unity. When Muhammad had given them this it 
was inevitable that they should erupt and that their eruption should 
sweep away everything in its path. Few Arabs ever became devotees of 
Islam for its own sake, and most Arabs strongly objected, at first, to 
having the political rule of the Islamic state imposed on them. Why 
should they submit to being ruled by the people of Yathrib in league 

I iii. 46(^2. 

> See L. Caetani: StuJidi Storia OrUntaU, vol. i (Milan 191X, Horali), p. 346, cited 
already in viii. 17, footnote 5. * See viii. 637-9. 
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with a handful of Meccan rehigees ? The news of Muhammad’s death in 
A.D. 6j 2 was the signal, in Arabia, for a widespread war of secession 
{ri 4 d(Jt)\ and this might have been difficult for Muhammad’s poUtical 
successors to suppress by force of arms alone. The dissident Arabs were 
reconciled to the rule of the Islamic state by the realization that, under 
this unified command, they had it in their power to conquer the 
OikoumenS and plunder it. The misery of the war-stricken Persian and 
Roman empires, which was so keenly felt by their subjects, represented 
incredible wealth when appraised by the standards of their starveling 
Arab conquerors. 

In making the Arabs’ potential military ascendancy tell by giving 
them political unity, Muhammad did for them what Plulip of Macedon 
had done for the H^enes. These had established their military ascend¬ 
ancy over the Achaemenian Persian power as far back as the years 480- 
479 B.C., when they had so signally defeated Xerxes' attempt to conquer 
Continental European Greece. The 8uc<^sfu] march of Cyrus the 
Younger’s 10,000 Hellenic mercenaries from Babylonia to the Black Sea 
coast of Anatolia in 401-400 b.c., in defiance of the Achaemenian Em¬ 
pire’s military power, and the Lacedaemonians’ successful campaigns in 
Western Anatolia in 399-393 b.c., had indicated what might be adueved 
by a Panhellenic military effort. Indeed, the Spartan King Agesilaus 
might have anticipated Alexander by sixty years if, in 395 B.c., Athens 
and Thebes had not joined hands to take the Lacedaemonians in the 
rear. The Hellenes had to wait until Philip of Macedon had imposed 
political unity on them in order to reap the harvest of the military 
ascendancy over the Achaemenian Empire that they had established 
145 years before Philip’s successor Alexander—the Hellenic 'Umar— 
crossed the Hellespont. 

Kroeber’s dictum^ that ‘Islam had no infancy and no real nowth’ is 
also irreconcilable with the historical facts. The truth surely is that 
Islam had an infancy which was unpromising, and was redeemed from 
this by a growth which was remarkable. 

It is true that Islam, as preached by its founder Muhammad, was 
essentially a 'higher religion’. Muhammad summoned his fellow country¬ 
men the people of Mecca to abandon the worship of their local pantheon, 
domiciled in the Ka'bah, and to submit themselves to a god who was 
proclaimed by his Meccan prophet to be the One True God of all men 
and of the whole Universe. It was this that got Muhammad into trouble 
with the ruling oligarchy of the Meccan city-state. At the same time, 
Muhammad’s horizon was bounded by the limits of his own nation, as 
Jesus’s horizon was, according to the passages in the Gospel according 
to St. Matthewr* in which He is reported to have instructed His emis¬ 
saries not to visit the gentiles or the Samaritans, but to go rather to 
‘the lost sheep of the house of Israel’. The Arabs’ aspiration to become 
‘People of the Book’, like the Jews and the Christians, was a nationalistic 
one; and it took a form that is characteristic of barbarians camped on the 

* Quoted on p. 46a. 

* Meet. X. 5-0; XV. ai-28. In Mtrk vii. 14-30, Jesus is reported to hive taken the 
tune line—end this in hsitb and wounding Isngusge—in His negative first resedon to 
• Cstnanite woman's appeal to Him. 
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fringe of a civilization.* The Arabs were sufficiently impressed by the 
culture of the Roman Empire to hanker after a religion of the kind pro¬ 
fessed by the Empire’s inhabitants; yet at the same time they were 
sufficiently independent-minded to be unwillins simply to adopt their 
impressive neighbours’ religion as it stood without giving it an Arab 
national colouring. In the eyes of Arabs of Muhammad’s generation, 
Christianity was the national religion of the Romans and Judaism the 
national religion of the Jews; and the picture of the One True God that 
Muhammad presented to his countrymen was, like the Jewish picture of 
Him, equivocal. Besides being the God of the Universe, He was to be 
the national god of the Arabs. Islam was to be a reviv^ of the pure 
religion of Abraham, and this time ’the Chosen People’ of Abraham’s 
lineage were to be the Arab offspring of his son Ishmael instead of the 
Jewish offspring of his son Isaac. 

In having this tincture of barbarian nationalism, Islam resembled the 
Arian form of Christianity which, three centuries earlier, had been 
adopted by the East German barbarians on the eve of their own invasion 
of the Roman Empire from the opposite quarter. This element of nation¬ 
alism in Islam was, of course, greatly reinforced when Muhammad ex¬ 
tended the territory of his Medmese state not only over Mecca but over 
the whole of Arabia. As has been noted already, the Arabs were in¬ 
different to their prophet’s religious ideas and ideals, but they appreciated 
the military power which he had conferred on them by uniting them 
politically in a Pan-Arabian Islamic Commonwealth, and Islam was 
carried out of Arabia into the former dominions of the Roman and 
Sasanian empires as the national religion of the conquering Arab 
armies. 

The conquerors did not much want non-Arab converts. The con¬ 
quered peoples seemed to them more valuable as surtax-payers than as 
co-religionists. It was their Zoroastrian and Christian non-Arab sub¬ 
jects who took the Arabs’ kingdom by storm. They forced their way into 
the fold of Islam, deposed the Arabs from their political ascendancy in 
the Islamic state, and gave Islam itself an organization and a theology 
which removed, once for all, the ambiguity that, till then, had kept it 
havering between the two incompatible ideals of nationalism and univer¬ 
sality. Thus the non-Arab converts to Muhammad’s religion eventually 
saved for Islam a situation that the founder himself had compronused. 
But for these converts, it seems probable that Islam would have gone the 
way that Arian Christianity went. Like the Burgundians, the Visigoths, 
and the Lombards, the Arabs would have abandoned their barbarian 
national religion, sooner or later, for the universal religion of their 
Christian subjects, if these subjects had not, meanwhile, insisted on 
malfing of Islam a new higher region for all men on the pattern of the 
Christianity that the Christian converts to Islam had formerly professed. 

This eventual harvesting of Islam’s potentialities as a universal re¬ 
ligion was an immense cultural, as well as religious, achievement- It was 
comparable to what had previously been done for Christianity; and it 

> Thii point bu been made by R. Coulbom in ToyrAe* and Htrtory, p. 165. Cp. the 
preeent book, v. *30. * See p. 450, with footnotes. 
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was done by the same people and by the same means. The people whose 
good offices enabled Islam, as well as Christianity, to grow to its full 
spiritual and cultural stature were the South-West Asian heirs of the 
combined Syriac and Hellenic heritages. As we have seen in the preced¬ 
ing chapter,’ both the Syriac and the Hellenic Civilization’s continuity 
had been broken—the Syriac Civilization’s by the impact of Hellenism, 
and the Hellenic Civilization’s by the impact of a Syriac-Hellcnic re¬ 
ligion, Christianity. The former participants in the two civilizations had 
lost their consciousness of their distinctive cultiiies, but they had not 
lost their cultural fertility. On the contrary, the Syriac and Hellenic 
cultures, in losing their distinctive identities, had blended into a culture- 
compost which had an unrivalled nutritive power. The feat of nursing 
not only one but two higher religions into a maturity at which each of 
them n^es a universal appeal is an achievement that it would be hard 
to match. 

The prevalent depreciation of Islam in the West is a relic of anti- 
Islamic Christian prejudice. This stubbornly survives even in modem 
Western minds that feel an obligation, in their intellectual work, to 
correct the Christian bias in their cultural heritage, and that imagine 
themselves, in their unfavourable appraisal of Islam, to be acting up to 
their own high standard of detachment and to be condemning Islam 
objectively, on its own demerits. Kroeber, for example, has given an 
interpretation of Islam as an historical phenomenon in the light of an 
hypothesis of his about the history of the course of civilization in the Old 
World. Kroeber likens Old-World civilization to a fire that started in the 
Fertile Crescent and that then spread, as fires are apt to spread, in a 
progressively widening circle from its point of origin. The fiame keeps 
alight round the circle’s ever-advancing circumference, long after it has 
died away and left nothing but cold grey ashes on the spot which was 
its original hearth. This hypothesis h^ some notable merits. The 
greatest of these is that it fits a number of the historical facts. An 
almost equal merit is that it rises superior to the one-sided conventional 
Western prejudice that takes account solely of the westward spread of 
civilization from Sumer and Egypt through the Mediterranean into 
Europe, and thence eventually into the Americas, and ignores its con¬ 
temporaneous spread into India and Eastern Asia. The progress of a 
movement on its outer edge after it has died down at its original point of 
departure is a phenomenon that can be observed in a number of situa¬ 
tions in non-human nature and also in human afiairs. The outward- 
moving circle of fiame has one parallel in the circular wave set in motion 
by throwing a stone into a pond. The wave continues to travel outwards 
after the spot where the stone hit the water has become still again. A 
city, likewise, sometimes continues to grow round its edges s^er its 
original core, which was once the heart of its life, has fallen into squalor 
or even into desolation. And the OikoumenS is, in a sense, one great 
dty: the City of Zeus in which the City of Cecrops is reproduced on 
the grand scale.’ This, however, is only a poetic simile; and Kroeber 

* On pp. 446-54. 

* Mucus Aumius Antoninut: Meditations, Book IV, ch«p. 23. 
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himself has warned me’ that a simile is not the same thing as a demon- 
stration. 

It is true, as we have noticed,* that, within the span of half a millen¬ 
nium ending in the fourth century of the Christian Era, four civilizations 
—three of mem at home in the heart of the OikoumenS and the fourth, 
the Hellenic Civilization, also long since established there—dissolved, in 
the sense that the former participants in them lost their consciousness of 
continuity with their cultural heritage. It is also true that Islam sub¬ 
sequently established itself in this region in succession to Christianity. 
Kroeber is, of course, right in saying* that ‘Islam arose in the very region 
of the first hearth of all higher civilization:... in the Near Eastern area 
of the Neolithic Revolution, of the first farming and towns and kings 
and letters.’ But he is surely wrong in going on to say* that ‘it arose at 
a time when constructive cultural impulses had long since moved out 
from that hearth’. The loss of consciousness of cultur^ continuity is not 
the same thing as a loss of power of cultural creativity. The fusion of 
the diverse elements of the Syriac and Hellenic civilizations had already 
provided a fertile compost from which Christianity had sprung; and its 
fertility now proved great enough to produce a second crop, of com¬ 
parable value, in the shape of Islam. Have there ever anywhere been 
‘constructive cultural impulses' that have produced finer fruits than this 
pair of higher religions with a message for all men? 

Islam, in succession to Christianity, came to maturity in the heart of 
the Oikottmeni in an age in which this heart was still beating as vigorously 
as ever. If Kroeber had been willing to recognize Islam as oeing the peer 
of Christianity that it is, he would not have seen it, through jaundiced 
eyes, asa’rcduced, retractile, civilization, an anti-Hellenic, anti-Sasanian, 
anti-Christian civilization . . . without art, without much intellectual 
curiosity or profundity, without many of the aspirations customary 
in civilizations'.* He would not then have been led to explain Islam’s 
imaginary inferiority by making the unwarranted assumption that the 
region in which Islam came to maturity was by that time a cultural waste 
land. Whether or not we accept his simile of the outward spread of a lire, 
leaving a bumt-out centre, as a valid key to the geographical history of 
civilization in the Old World, it is certain that the fire had not been ex¬ 
tinguished in its original hearth either before the conquest of South- 
West Asia and Egypt by the primitive Muslim Arabs or during the sub¬ 
sequent formative centuries when Islam was being brought to maturity 
there by local non-Arab converts from among the conquered Christian 
and Zoroastrian population. Even during the previous age of political 
division, ‘Iraq bad been the power-house of the Sasanian Empire, and 
Syria and Egypt of the Roman Empire. The potency of all three countries 
was notably enhanced when the Arab conquest reunited them politically 
for the first time since the break-up of the Achaemenian Empire, nearly a 
thousand years back. Under the tfmayyad and 'Abbasid regimes, South- 
West Asia and Egypt were still the heart of the OikoumenS, as they bad 
been during the previous three or four thousand years. 

I In The Nature of Culture, p. 376, quoted in th» volume on p. 38, footnote a. 

> On pp. 447-8. > In op. at., p. 381. * Ibid. * Op. cit., pp. 38i-a- 
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This historic region did eventually fall into adversity and suffer an 
eclipse from whic^ it is re-emerging in our time. But this did not 
happen till after Islam had come to maturity there; and Islam was not 
the cause of it. 

The potency of this region was derived, and is derived once again 
today, from two assets: its local productivity and its geographical loca¬ 
tion at the centre of the OikoununS‘% network of communications. In the 
past its staple production was agricultural: the crops raised on its 
irrigated fields. Today its staple production is mineral: the oil got from 
below its surface. The region is estimated to contain the major part 
of the World^s oil reserves, as, in the past, it produced the major part of 
the World’s aimual cereal harvest. As for this region’s geographic role 
as the central node of the World's communications, the permanent 
features of the World’s geography are so favourable to South-West Asia 
and Egypt that this region is now recovering its natural position as the 
mid-point of the Oikoumeni less than four hundred years after the date 
at which the Oikoumeni was thrown out of its normal geographical 
balance by two almost simultaneous revolutionary Western achieve¬ 
ments: the discovery of a New World west of the Atlantic and the dis¬ 
covery of the uninterrupted sea-route from the Atlantic coast of 
Western Europe to Southern and Eastern Asia round the Cape of Good 
Hope. Since 1869 this roundabout route has been short-circuited by 
the cutting of the Suez Canal. This has reopened the direct pass^ for 
ships between the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean which existed in 
the Achaemenian Age after the Emperor Darius I’s engineers had cut 
his canal from Suez to the head of the Nile Delta. The Suez Canal offers 
the shortest sea-route between the two main concentrations of popula¬ 
tion in the twentieth-century world: one in Southern and Eastern Asia 
and the other in Europe and North America; and in our day it has been 
supplemented by a bundle of air-routes which bunch together where 
they traverse the land-bridge between Eurasia and Africa. 

Thus the heart of the CHkoumeni has now surmounted the crisis by 
which it was overtaken when the fifteenth-century Western maritime 
adventurers made their momentous geographical di^overies. Thanks to 
the striking of oil, South-West Asia is now well on the way towards 
recovering from the previotis blow that it had suffered in the thirteenth 
century of the Christian Era when the Mongols had committed |enocide 
against its population and had also cut the roots of its agncultural 
productivity by giving the coup de grda to the 4,000-years-old 
water-control system in *IraQ>^ The degree of the devastation that was 
indicted by the Mongols on ^uth-West Asia east of Euphrates can be 
measured by the contrast between present-day agricultural Egypt, 
which has continued, without a break, to be a going concern since the 
unification of its w'ater-control system round about 3000 B.C., and 
present-day agricultural 'Iraq, which even today is only just beginning 
to recover from the blow dealt to it by the Mongols 700 years a%o. The 
wholesale destruction of human life was still more disastrous than the 
wrecking of Man’s engineering works. Visit KhurSsin, the north- 

* S«e iv. 42-43. 
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easternmost province of the present kingdom of Persia, and take your 
stand in the vast empty space within the four-square walls of the Pre- 
Mongol city of Tus or the Pre-Mongol city of NishSpOr. You will 
realize that, even after the passage of 700 years, South-West Asia is still 
prostrate under the blow that it received from the Mongols in the 
thirteenth century. The thirteenth-century Mongol devastation of 
South-West Asia, followed by the fifteenth-century West European 
diversion of the World’s sea-routes away from the Levant and the Red 
Sea, explain, between them, the decline and eclipse of South-West Asia 
and Egypt in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries. This 
makes the recovery of this region in the nineteenth century and there¬ 
after all the more remarkable and impressive. In the present context the 
significance of this temporary eclipse and subsequent recovery is that 
both events have been subsequent to the epiphany and maturation of 
Islam. And this matter of chronological fact would appear to refute, 
decisively, Kroeber’s imaginative thesis that Islam is Dead Sea fruit 
grown on waste land. 

What is the relation of Islam, as a religion, to the Islamic Civilization 
that is so prominent a feature in the cultural map of the present-day 
world? Rushton Coulbom makes the point* that ‘Islamic Civilization, 
when it arises, is obviously something new. Its rise was mediated by 
Islam as a religion.' This dictum is, in my judgement, unexceptionable. 
I myself have certainly never written anything to the contrary, and 
would not ever oppose it so long as it is taken as implying no more than 
it says. I have the impression, however, that Coulborn is intending to 
imply that the Islamic Civilization came into existence simultaneously 
with Islam itself, and that in this point its relation is different from that 
of the Christian civilizations to Christianity. If, in interpreting him in 
this sense, I have correctly caught his meaning, then he and I disagree. 
As I see it, the relation of the I Jamie Civilization to Islam is the same as 
that of the Christian civilizations to Christianity. In both cases, as I see 
them, the religion made its appearance in the World and proceeded to 
grow to maturity within a social and cultural framework that was older 
and was also at least partly alien. It was only after this older alien civi¬ 
lization or civilizations had weathered away that the new religion inci¬ 
dentally mothered a new civilization which is legitimately called by its 
name because it bears its unmistakable stamp. 

This construction of the course of events would not, I think, be dis¬ 
puted by any student of the relation between Christianity and the 
Christian civilizations. It would be recognized that Christianity appeared 
and matured within the framework of ^e Hellenic Civilization, and that 
the Christian civilizations did not begin to come to the surface before 
the period, running approximately from the latter part of the fourth to 
the latter part of the seventh century of the Christian Era, when the 
Hellenic Civilization was dissolving. Christianity in its formative age 
was the religion of a minority living as strangers and sojourners in a 
world that was not their own. Islam in its formative age was, as I see it, 
in the same situation. It came to maturity within the framework of alien 

* In Toynbe* tmd History, p. 163. 
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civilizations—in this case, not the Hellenic Civilization but the Nestorian 
Christian, the Monoph^ite Christian, and the Zoroastrian Iranian. It is 
true that the Christian minority in the Roman Empire lived in the cata¬ 
combs, whereas the Muslim minority in the Islamic world-state lived in 
the camps and the palaces. But this Muslim minority was in the same 
position as the Christian minority in the essential point that it was living 
in a world that it had not created and in which it was not at home. 

After the epiphany of Islam, as after the epiphany of Christianity, 
centuries had to pass before the new religion coula mother a new civilisa¬ 
tion; for the necessary pre-condition for that was that the minority 
should have become the majority. In the drcum-Mcditerranean world 
this happened in the course of the three centuries ending in the seventh 
century of the Christian Era; in South-West Asia and Egypt it happened 
in the course of the three centuries ending in the thirteenth century of 
the Christian Era. Before that, the Muslims—including the Arabs’ con¬ 
verted non-Arab subjects as well as the Arabs themselves—had been 
only a minority in the dominions of the Islamic world-state. The Islamic 
state’s Zoroastrian subjects in Iran and in the Oxus-Jaxartes basin had 
gone over to Islam more quickly, in larger numbers, than its Christian 
subjects west of 2^gros. But the mass-conversions to Islam did not begin 
to take place in any of the Islamic world-state’s dominions till the Islamic 
state was harried by barbarian invasions. It was the Crusades and the 
subsequent irruption of the Mongols that moved the mass of the popula¬ 
tion ot South-West Asia and Egypt to rally to Islam as a spiritual force 
that might perhaps hold society together in a cataclysm in which 
’Earth’s foundations fled’. 

I therefore continue, on reconsideration, to maintain that the Islamic 
Civilization—or civilizations—arose after the thirteenth century of the 
Christian Era, when the last remnant of the 'Abbasid world-state had 
been extinguished by the Mongol war-lord HOligQ. In order to locate 
the place of Islam in history, we have to distinguish clearly between 
three different things: the Islamic religion that was founded and com¬ 
promised by the Prophet Muhammad and was then salvaged by his 
political successors’ converted non-Arab subjects; the Islamic state that 
was founded by the statesman Muhammad and that swiftly grew, like the 
proverbial grain of mustard-seed, into a tree that overshadowed the 
Earthand the Islamic Civilization (or civilizations) that has been a 
cultural by-product of Islam in the same sense in which the Christian 
civilizations have been cultural by-products of Christianity. If we do not 
keep these three different things dearly distinct in our minds, we are 
likely to go astray in our interpretation of Islam and of its political and 
cultural %-products. 

> The pcnoQiI umoa of alMolute political mth abaolute relifpou* authority in the 
pezaon of Muhammad died with him. Hii political lucceasora did not inherit his pre- 
rograves in the field of religion. Decisions shout Islamic practice and doctrine on the 
basia of the Qur'in and the traditions are reached by a consensua (vHid*) of the learned 
Cula^ in the sacred law. Their role and standing correspond to those of the rabbis in 
Judaism. 


XV. THE HISTORY AND PROSPECTS OF 
THE JEWS 


1 . THE RELATIVITY OF THE INTERPRETATION OP JEWISH 

HISTORY 

T he interpretation of Jewish history is a classic illustration of the 
relativity of an observer’s report to his personal relation with his 
human subject. 

The Jews have told their own story from the standpoint of a self- 
proclaimed 'Chosen People’ in whose eyes all other human beings are 
‘gentiles’ (i.e. ‘lesser breeds without the law’, in Kipling's parapluase). 
In the Christian-Muslim half of the present-day world this Jewish 
standpoint has been accepted by the present-day non-Jewish gentile 
majority in regard to Jewish history in the Pre-Christian, or, alter¬ 
natively, the Pre-Muslim, Age. 

The Christian Church, for instance, has taken over uncritically the 
Jewish version of the history of the Jews’ predecessors, the peoples of 
Judah and Israel, as this is presented in the written Torah (in Christian 
terminology, ‘the Old Testament’). Christians, and ex-Christians too, 
see the Phoenicians, Philistines, Edomites, Moabites, Ammonites, and 
Damascenes as these are portrayed in the historical books of the Torah; 
and they see the Seleucid King Antiochus IV and his policy as these are 
portrayed in the First and Second Books of Maccabees. If the Tyre and 
Gaza of the last millennium b.c. had living representatives to speak for 
them today, as Israel and Judah have, they would, no doubt, give a 
version of the story of their relations wi^ the two highland communities 
in their hinterland which would hardly be recognizable as being an 
account of the events that, in the highlanders' version, are familiar to 
Christians from the Bible. Yet in the established Christian version of 
this chapter of history the Jews have things all their own way—pending 
the discovery, by archaeologists, of documents written in the Syriac 
World, outside Judah and Israel, in the last millennium B.C. that might 
be of comparable historical value to the documents written in the 
fourteenth century B.c. that have already been lonearthed at Ras ash- 
Shamrah. 

In the established Islamic version of Old-Testament history the Jews 
have not come off quite so well. Muhammad did follow the lead of the 
Christian Church in accepting the Jewish thesis that the written Torah 
is the word of God; but, when the Jews pointed out that some of Muham¬ 
mad’s renderings of Old-Testament stories had got these stories wrong 
in important particulars, Muhammad accounted for the discrepancy by 
declaring that the Jews had falsified their own holy scriptures. The 
Qur’anic version was a restoration of the original, and Islam was ‘the 
pure religion of Abraham’. Thus Muhammad’s concession to Jewish 
claims was partly discounted, even in regard to the age before the new 
dispensation, by a serious imputation on the jews^ good faith. Yet 
Muhammad, like the Christian Church, recognized the authority of the 
written Tor^, as being a book inspired by God, in so far as its text 
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might be endorsed by Muhammad as beli^ authentic; and the charge 
that he made against the Jews did not implicate their forefather Abra* 
ham. Like the Jews themselves and like the Christians, Muslims trace 
their own religious origins back to the revelation that Abraham received 
from God according to the Jewish tradition. Like Christianity, Islam 
presupposes Judaism and could never have come into existence if 
Judaism had not been in existence already. 

Thus die Muslims, as well as the Christians, accept, in principle, the 
Jews’ belief in the divine inspiration of the Torah and the consequent 
belief in the Jews’ special status as the recipients of this divine revela¬ 
tion. On the other hand the tables have been turned on the Jews by the 
Christians and the Muslims in their appraisal of Jewish history since the 
bemiming of the Christian or, alternatively, the Islamic Era. 

Christians—and Muslims too, subject to Muhammad’s reservation— 
accept the Jewish account of Jewish history, and of its antecedents in the 
histories of Judah and Israel, down to the respective beginnings of the 
Christian and Muslim eras, with the proviso that Judaism was designed, 
in the Jewish god Yahweh’s providence, to be the preparation for 
Christianity or, alternatively, for Islam, and that the Israelites and their 
successors the Jews were ‘chosen’ by God to be the forerunners of His 
eventual ‘Chosen People’ the Christians or, alternatively, the Muslims. 
Upon the advent of Christianity or, alternatively, of Islam, the ‘mandate’ 
of Judaism and the Jews ‘was e^austed’ (to use an apt Chinese formula). 
Now, in God’s own good time, the true ‘Chosen People’ had arrived on 
the scene, and the Jews’ duty was clear. They ought to have accepted 
Jestis or, alternativdy, Muhammad, at the valuation placed on him in 
the official doctrine of the Judaic religion of which he was the founder. 
In declining to accept him on these terms, the Jews were failing to 
respond to the supreme challenge in their history, and were thereby 
putting themselves permanently in the wrong and on the shelf. Jewish 
history and its Isra^tish antecedents down to the begiiming of Jesus’s 
or, alternatively, Muhammad’s ministry still has validity and value as the 
prelude, arranged by God, to the Christian or, alternatively, to the Mus¬ 
lim, dispensation. Jewish history since one or other of those two climac¬ 
teric dates is without significance except as a classic example of perversity 
on the part of a people that, of all peoples, ought to have known better. 

It is difficult for anyone brought up in the Christian tradition to shake 
himself fi-ee from the official Christian ideology. He may have discarded 
Christian doctrine consciously on every point; yet on this particular 
point he may find that he is still being influenced, subconscioudy, by the 
traditional Christian view in his outlook on Jewish history. Voltaire’s 
outlook is a classic case.* I am conscious that my own outlook has been 
affected in this way. If I had happened to be brought up in the Muslim 
tradition instead of the Christian one, no doubt my outlook would have 
been affected correspondingly. 

This Christian-Muslim reading of Jewish history is irritating to Jews 

* This is recalled by Rabbi J. B. Agus inyudsum, 1956, p. 2. lo TA* NatwialJttaitA 
MontAfy, November, 1056, Rabbi Agua makes the tame point in general terms, with 
reference to non-orthodox Jews u well aa to non-ortbodox Chrittiant. 



HISTORY AND PROSPECTS OF THE JEWS 479 
—partly because of the CTain of truth that it contains, and partly because 
of the larger measure of misrepresentation that there is in it. 

The grain of truth lies in the fact that the advents of Christianity and 
Islam, and the subsequent histories of these two reli^ons, are un¬ 
questionably two major events in the main course of mankmd’s history— 
—at least in that haJf of the OikownenS that lies to the west of India. 
Israel, Judah, the Jews, and Judaism did not play major parts in the 
history of mankind before they gave birth to the two ‘deviationist’ Judaic 
world-religions. If Christianity and Islam had never been generated by 
Judaism’s involuntary but undeniable paternity, Judaism would be sur¬ 
viving today in an environment of Hellenic ‘paganism’, as Zoroastrian¬ 
ism does survive today in an environment of Hindu ‘paganism’. We may 
guess that, in that event, the Jews’ position in the World today would have 
been more like the actual position of the Parsees’ than like the actual 
position of the Jews themselves. The Jews would have been more obscure 
than they now are, but they would also have been more comfortable. The 
Jews’ present-day importance, celebrity, and discomfort aU derive from 
the historic fact that they have involuntarily begotten two Judaic world- 
religions whose millions of adherents make ^e preposterous but redoubt¬ 
able claim to have superseded the Jews, by the Jewish god Yahweh’s 
dispensation, in the role of being this One True C^d’s ‘Chosen People’. 

The Jews are also genuinely \ back number’ in another sense. Like 
the Samaritans, they are surviving representatives of a Syriac civiliza¬ 
tion that otherwise became extinct as long ago as the third or second 
century b.c., if the disuse of the Aramaic koinS may be taken as a cri¬ 
terion of the date at which the Syriac Civilization faded out of exis¬ 
tence.* The Syriac Civilization as a whole, like its contemporary the 
Hellenic Civilization, is otherwise ‘dead’ today except in so far as it still 
lives in its legacy to the present-day Christian and Islamic civilizations. 
If it is true—as it seems to be true—that at the western end of the Old 
World, in contrast to its eastern end, there has been a series of successive 
‘generations* of civilizations since the species of human society that we call 
‘civilization’ made its first appearance, then it is true that the Jews and 
Judaism are a relic of a ‘generation’ that, except for the Samaritans* and 
the Parsees, is otherwise extinct. This is the l^torical fact that I had in 
mind when, in volumeiof this book, I docketed the Parsees* and the Jews 
(among other present-day communities) with the label ‘fossils’. My choice 
of this particular word may not have been a felicitous one for conveying 
the historical fact that I wanted to describe. But the fact is a fact, and 
some name or other for describing it is needed.* 

At the same time it is, of course, untrue that Jewish history since the 
advent of Christianity or, alternatively, of Islam is of no account. In 
refusing to be gleichgeschalut by cither of the two ‘deviationist’ Judaic 
world-religions, and in surviving as a persistent minority in a Christian 

* See the pesu^e from • workof Rebbi J. B. Ague’s, quoted on p. 211, footnote 3. 

* On this quesDon tee pp. 292-3. * See p. 430, footnote 2. 

* It is k moot question whether the Psrsees arc to be regarded as surviving represents* 

fives of a distmetive I 4 «-I^mie Iranian culture, or whether we are to hold that this 
IranisD culture was gradually drawn into the field of the Syriac Civilization in and after 
the Achaemenian Age (see pp. 431-9 and 460). * See pp. 292-300. 
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and a Muslim environment, the Jews have made a deep mark on both 
Christian and Islamic history as living Jews and not merely as dead 
Jewish forerunners of Christianity and Islam. Thus the Jews have not 
ceased to count, even in terms of Christian and Islamic history; and, 
d fortiori, they ^ve not ceased to count in terms of their own history. 
While the Jews’ relations with their gentile environment have been 
notably affected by the advents of Christianity and Islam, these two 
world-shaking events have had hardly any perceptible effect on the inner 
life of Jewry or on the evolution of Judaism. In and after the Erst 
century of Christian Era the stream of Jewish religious literature 
flowed more copiously than ever before. For this period of Jewish re¬ 
ligious history we are abundantly documented; and one remarkable 
feature of this contemporary Jewish documentation is the faintness of 
the marks that have been made on it by Jes\is and by Christianity. 

The main source of the impetus that transformed the primitive 
religion of Israel and Judah into Judaism was the ‘traumatic twist’ that 
‘the Jewish psyche received when the Jewish belief in chosen-ness 
sustained the terrible shock of national disaster and exile’.* This shock 
was administered to the Jews several times over: by Nebuchadnezzar in 
the second decade of the sixth century B.C., by Antiochus IV in the 
fourth decade of the second century b.c. ; by the Romans in the Romano- 
Jewish wars of a.d. 66-70 and a.d. 132-5. The Jews’ disastrous conflict 
with the Romans in the first two centuries of the Christian Era had far 
more effect on the history of Judaism than the advent of Christianity 
had.^ It set Judaism hard. It precipitated the closing of the canon of the 
written Torah, the codification of a commentary on the Torah (the 
Mishnah), and the production of a commentary (the Gemara) on this 
commentary, which, together with it, constitutes the Talmud. The 
period from the time of Herod the Great {regnabat 40 B.C.-4 B.C.) to the 
generation of the Patriarch Jehudab, who codified the Mishnah circa 
A.D. 220, was the age of the Tannaim.’ Judaism assumed its definitive 
form during the 150 years beginning with the generation of Rabbi 
Johanan ben Zakkai, who established his school at Jamnia, with the 
Romans’ leave, in A.D. 70.* The canon of the written Torah seems to 
have been fixed by the Sanhedrin (a non-political body, not to be con¬ 
fused with the pre-war Sanhedrin) that Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai had 
set up at Jamnia.* The codification of hdldchoth (agreed interpretations 
of the injunctions contained explicitly or implicitly in the written 
Torah) w'as started by Rabbi Akiba,^ who met his death in a.d. 135, and 
its completion by the Patriarch* Jehudah vm attained circa a.d. 220.* 
The Muhnah was the Pharisees’ answer to the disasters of a.d. 70 and 
A.D. 135.* As for the shock administered by Nebuchadnezzar, this had 

^ J. L. TAlnton in Ctmnuntay, JUI7, 1957, p. 3. 

* See R. Travers Herford: Juda m i» tht N«n Testament Period, p. is. 

* G. F. Moore; Judaiswi im ute First Centuries of the Christian Era, vol. i, p. vii. 

* Ibid. 

s W. 0 . E. Oetterley: Thejem andjudasm during the Greek Period, p. 45. 

* R. Traven Herfoid: The Pharisees, p. 73. 

t PatriarchofthePalettimanJewiahcooununitythataiurvivedinGalileeafterA.D. 135. 

* R. Travers Herford: Christianity in Talmsid and Midrosh, p. 17. 

* R. Traven Herford; The Pharisees, p. 193. 
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inspired Ezekiel, Dcutcro-Isaiah, and eventually also Ezra. The shock 
administered by Antiochus IV had inspired the Pharisees. The develop¬ 
ment of Judaism under the impetus given by these successive shocks was 
in process for nearly a thousand years (sixth century B.c. to fifth century 
of the Christian Era). But the advent of Christianity did not administer 
one of the propelling shocks. 

It is 'a mist^e to suppose that the rabbis took much interest in Jesus 
or cared to know much about him’.’ The Mishnah does not contain the 
name Jesus or even the disparaging synonyms Ben Stada and Ben 
Pandira.* The rabbinical tradition a^ut Jesus, such as it is, seems to 
have begun with Rabbi Eliezer ben Horqenos, who was a pupil of Rabbi 
Johanan ben Zakkai,’ and whose working life therefore fell in the 
generation following the Romano-Jewish War of a,d. 66-70. The 
rabbinical tradition hardly implies knowledge of the Gospels,^ and 
‘gospel teaching had no influence upon rabbinic teachin^.^ Tt is 
remarkable how very little the Talmud does say about Jesus.^ Accord¬ 
ing to the Talmud, Jesus was bom out of wedlock. His mother Miriam 
was a ladies’ hairdiresser. Her husband was Pappos ben Jehudah. Her 
paramour was Pandira. Jesus mocked at the words of the wise. He called 
himself God and said that he would ascend into Heaven. He was tried 
and executed, by stoning, at Lydda.’ The guilt—or merit—^f having put 
Jesus to death is ascribed in the Talmud to the Jews, not to the Romans.’ 
There is no mention of any claim, on Jesus's part, to be the Messiah.^ 

The Talmud does display some anxiety for fear that Judaism might be 
undermined from within by an heretical sect labelled ‘the Minim’, which 
seems to have been a disparaging nickname for the Jewish Christians.’^ 
From circa a.d. 80 onwards anyone who volunteered, at the sabbath 
service in a synagogue, to read a passage of the Torah and expound it was 
required, as a precaution against covert indoctrination of ^e orthodox 
by a crypto-Min, to recite the formula, drafted by Rabbi Shemuel ha- 
Qaton: ‘May there be no hope for the Minim.*’’ The rabbis’ anxiety 
about the Minim subsided as the Jewish Christian Church faded out. 
Considering that this unfortunate community was looked askance at by 
gentile Christians as well as by orthodox Jews, its prospects had been 
bleak since the date of Paul's first mission to the gentiles. The rabbinical 
literature ignores gentile Christianity;’* and indeed the Jewish religious 
authorities could feel sure that the Jewish people would be impervious 
to an heretical form of Judaism when its representatives and advocates 
were not their fellow Jews, as the Minim were, but were gentiles whose 
religion would be ruled out of consideration automatically by Post-Exilic 

> R. Travers Herford: Christiamiy m Talmud and Midrash, p. ^59. This book is an 
authoritative and exhaustive examination of the subject by a distmauished Unitarian 
scholar. * Ibid., p. 351. * Ibid^ pp. 3St-z. * Ibid., p. 357. 

* C. G. Montehore: Pabbtme UUraturt asid Ttachmis, p. xvii. 

* Herford, op. cit., p. 347. r Ibid., p. 348. 

* Ibid., pp. 04 and 06. * Ibid., pp. 349 and 380-1. 

>0 See op. cit., especUUy pp. 321-41. G. F. Moore notes, in Judaum in th* First 

Cenitsria of tha Chrutian Era, vol. iii, p. 68, that in the talmuds and the midrashiin the 
word 'minim' does not always mean Jewish Christians. The literal meaning of 'minim 
is 'species', ‘kinds’ (i.e. peculiar kinds), and it was a generic term for Jewish heretics. 

Heiifo^: Christiarnty w Talsnud and Midrash, pp. 135 and 388. 

Ibid., p. 393. 
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Jewish minds simply by reason of its gentile provenance.* In short, 
neither Jewish nor gentile Christianity made any mark on Judaism.* 

Thus, if one loo^, as one ought to look, at the history of Judaism 
from inside* as well as from outside, it is evidently absurd to imagine 
that its history has ceased to be significant since the moment of Chris¬ 
tianity’s advent. During the early centuries of the Christian Era the 
development of Judaism was still in full swing. The Palestinian Talmud 
was not completed till the last quarter of the fourth century of the 
Christian Era, the Babylonian Talmud not till about one hundred years 
later.* This contrast between the historical facts and the conventional 
Christian and ex-Christian view of the history of the Jews and Judaism 
shows how diificult it is for anyone brought up with a Christian back¬ 
ground to look at Jewish history objectively. An observer with an 
Islamic background is no less badly placed. An observer with a 
Jewish background is at an equal disadvantage, since the bias with which 
he will have to contend will be no less great, though it will, of course, 
incline him towards the opposite side. Among both Jewish and gentile 
scholars there have, it is true, been souls that have risen above the 
prejudices of their ancestral tradition. C. G. Montefiore, J. B. Agus, 
ano G. F. Moore are notable examples.* The requisite degree of broad¬ 
mindedness and generosity is, however, rare in the human race. And, 
in order to obtain a fully objective and illuminating study of Jewish 
history, we may have to wait for the appearance of some Hindu or 
East Asian scholar who has mastered this difficult subject under the 
spur of a disinterested intellectual curiosity. For the majority of man¬ 
kind, which lives east of the Sutlej, the Jews and Jud^sm are not a 
practical problem, so a scholar from somewhere in this major part of the 
Oikoumeni would not have imbibed any anti-Jewish prejudice from his 
social and cultural environment—nor any pro-Muslim or pro-Christian 

> Th« Jewt and their predeemora the people* of Judah and Itrael have x>ot. of couite, 
always been proof acaintt gentile religions and ideologies. From the time of their flist 
invision of Palestine down to the time of the extinction of the Kingdom of Judah, th^ 
were constantly attracted by the reiipon of the Canaanitea (ice Chapter Xfll, portm). 
This was natural, since the culture of the Phoenicians, Jebusites. and other pMaanites 
was certainly higher that of the Syriac communities of Hebrew origin in non- 
relinous fields, and was not certainly lower in the religious field until the beginning of 
the Prophetic movement in Israel and Judah in the eighth century s.C. Judaism has been 
in dannr of corrosion by alien ideologiei once again in the Chrisuan and lalamic worlds, 
since the time when Chnsdanity and Islam themselves began to loee their hold on Aeir 
adherents. In Western Christaidom this began to happen towards the close of the 
sevenuentb century of the Christian Era. and, during the last quarter of a millennium, 
this Weatem tendency towards sgnosticutD, rttionalisni. and secularization has been 
affecting, pro^ressiveiy, the whole of the rest of mankind, not excludiM the Jews. 
Between the suth century B.c. and the eighteenth century of the Christian &a, Judaism 
was relatively immune against the contagion of alien faiths and ways of life. The big 
exertion, within this long period, was the influence of Zoroastrianism on Judaism 
duriM and after the Achaemenian Age (see p. 438). 

’ G. F. Moore: Jvdtdsm pi tk« Firtt Ctnturus of tht Ckrittittn Era, vol. i, p. QZ. 

* ‘Toynbee can greatly improve hia ... achievement by making use of the insights of 
Jewish experience, a* indeed he has pledged to do’ (Rabbi J. B. Agus in The Nalional 
Jtrauh Monthly, November, 2956, p. 4^. 

4 G. F. Moore; yudotPR w the Pint Centuries of the Christian Bra, vol. i, p. 4. 

s R. Travers Herford is t* fine a scholar as G. F. Moore, and is also as sympathetic, 
as well as fair, to the Jews and Judaism as Moore is. At the same ticne^ Heiford is not 
entirely detached in 1 ^ judgemeota on the quarrel between the Pharmea and Jesus. 
Wh en he is dealingmth this traic, the reader ta aware of another quarrel—that between 
Unitarianism and Trinitarian Chiiidanity- 
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prejudice cither, since, east of the Sutlej, the two ‘deviadonist’ Judaic 
world-religions have been aggressive and disturbing spiritual forces by 
reason of their missionary zeal. 

2. THE JEWS' PARAMOUNT AIM AND THE RELIGIOUS AND 
PSYCHOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THEIR SUCCESS IN 
ACHIEVING IT 

The Jews may be defined as being the conscious and deliberate heirs 
and representadves of the people of the Kingdom of Judah, which was 
extinguished by the Neobabylonian Emperor Nebuchadnezzar in the 
second decade of the sixth century B.c. Ever sin^ that feariul national 
disaster the paramount aim of the judahites deported to Babylon and 
their Jewish descendants has been to preserve, unbroken, their distinctive 
nadonal idendty. In this they have been brilliantly successful. The 
Jewish people has managed to survive, as a people, a long series of 
successive ordeals: the extinction of the Kingdom of Jud^ and the 
deportadon of the skilled and literate iUU of its populadon to Babylon; 
the attraction, in Babylonia, of the Sumero-Al^adian Civilizadon, 
which was superior to the Judahite variety of the Sjrriac Civilization in 
everything except its religion and its script; Andochus TV’s attempt to 
merge Jewry—by force, after persuasion had failed—in an Hellenic 
Society with a standardized ideology and way of life; the deracinadon of 
Palestinian Jewry by the Romans in and after the two great Romano- 
Jewish wars of A.D. 66-70 and a.d. 132-5; the attraction of the Hellenic 
Civilization, which was felt even by Palesdnian Jews in the third and 
fourth decades of the second century b.c., and which had a far greater 
effect on the Jewish diaspora in the cides of the far-fiung Hellenic 
World, pardcularly in Alexandria-on-Nile; the successive pressures 
brought to bear on the Jews by Christianity and (more mildly) by Islam 
to merge themselves in one or other of these two gigandc 'deviadonist' 
Judaic religious communides; the attraction of the Islamic, Byzandne, 
and Western civilizadons. This record is recognized, by friendly and 
hosdle observers alike, as being an extraordinary monument of stead¬ 
fastness or obstinacy—whichever of the two words the observer may feel 
inclined to use. The achievement has been possible only because the Jews 
have always consistently given priority over other aims of theirs to this 
aim of preserving their distinctive national idendty. A Jewish observer 
has called it ‘the sdff-necked Jewish insistence on remaining Jewish 
under all circumstances’.* 

One of these other aims has been to return to the country of Judah 
and to re-establish there a state which should embrace, not only the 
historic domain of the Kingdom of Judah, but the whole of Eretz Israel, 
meaning the combined domains of the two kingdoms of Judah and Israel 
up to the fronders of the short-lived empire of the two Judahite kings 
David and Solomon. The aim of re-establishing the state of Judah, at 
any rate, was a natural corollary of the Jews’ paramount aim of preserv¬ 
ing their distinctive nadonal idendty. Since the invendon of agriculture 

i F. Borkentu in Commentary, M«y, 1955, p. 425. 
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first rooted the peoples who adopted it to particular patches of the 
Earth’s surface, &e possession of a distinctive national identity has, so 
far, usually been accompanied by the possession of a local national 
territory. This territorial substructure for the support of a distinctive 
national identity has, however, been progressively proved not to be in> 
dispensable ever since the dawn of civilization brought with it an 
accelerating improvement in all kinds of means of communication 
(mental as well as material), and also the establishment of cities, which 
have been growing in size at an accelerating pace. Looking back on the 
course of the history of civilization during the last 5,000 years, and 
papng particular attention to its history in 'the Fertile Crescent’, where 
it made its first appearance, we can see, in retrospect, that communities 
of a new, non-agricultural, type have been arising. These new-model 
communities are post-agricultural in their means of livelihood; they live 
by urban trade and industry; but they resemble the pre-^ricultural 
food-gathering communities in not being bound to some particular 
patch of the Earth’s surface and in being l:^ld together socially and cul¬ 
turally by bonds that are not territorial but are cultural and ideological— 
a distinctive common way of life and common religion. Communities of 
this new type, capable of preserving their identities in diaspora, made 
their first appearance, as was to be expected, in the region in which 
civilization itself made its first appearance. Gradually they have been 
increasing in numbers and have b^ spreading, with civilization, over 
the face of the Earth.^ The Post-Exilic Jewish diaspori has been one of 
the most successful of them. The vitality of the Jewish diaspori, and 
its significance, for mankind as a whole, as being the probable ‘wave 
of the future’, is brought out by the contrast between the steady success 
of the diaspori in surviving—in spite of penalizations, persecutions, 
and massacres—and the unsatisfactoriness of all attempts up to date, 
since the Babylonish Captivity, to re-establish a Jewish state on Pales¬ 
tinian soil. 

The first of these attempts was made—^with the permission and good 
will of the founder of the Achaemenian Empire, Cyrus—^within less than 
half a century after Nebuchadnezzar had extinguished the Kingdom of 
Judah and had deported its notables to Babylonia. The latest attempt is 
being made in our day. It is noteworthy, however, that at all times when 
it has been open to the Jews in diaspoj^ to emigrate to a Jewish state in 
Palestine, a great majority of them have invariably preferred to remain in 
diasporsl. This was so in the year 539-538 B.c. ; it is so today; and it has 
always been so all through the intervenir^ twenty-five centuries. At any 
time between 538 B.a, when Cyrus gave the Babylonian diaspori leave 
to return, down to, at any rate, the outbreak of the first Romano-Jewish 
War in A.D. 66, it was open to any member of the Jewish diaspori in 
Babylonia to return to Palestine. But the number that returned with 
Zerubbabel in 538 b.c., with Ezra in 458 or 397 B.c., and with Nehemiah 
in 445 or 384 B.c.,’ was insigiuficant compa^ with the total numbers 

< This hu been noticed elready on pp. 20^17. 

* The detes of Nehemieh’t and Ezrra retperave musiona, and their chronological 
rcladon to each other, are uncertain, because each mission is dat^ solely by a n^nal 
year of an Achaemenian Emperor Armerxet; and we do not know in either case whether 
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of the diaspord in Babylonia, which was the diaspora's centre of gravity 
throughout the Achaemenian, Macedonian, and Roman ages of South- 
West Asian history. Within the half-century of the Babylonish Captivity, 
the Jewish exiles had not only created a new way of life and a new set of 
institutions for themselves in diaspoii; they ^d become so strongly 
attached to these and so confident that they had discovered effective 
means for preserving their distinctive nation^ identity in diaspord, that 
they could not bring themselves to pull up the new roots that they had 
struck in Babylonian soil, recent though these new roots were. Indeed, 
so far from the Jewish diaspord in Babylonia re-emigrating en masse to 
Judaea, there was a fresh emigration of Jews from Judaea—this time 
into the cities, old and new, of the Hellenic World with which the 
Judaean Jews were brought into contact as a result of the establishment 
of the Achaemenian Empire’s Hellenic successor-states. The Jewish 
community in Alexandria-on-Nile was merely the most important and 
conspicuous among a number of new Jewish communities that seeded 
themselves as far westwards as Rome inclusive. This new Greek-speak¬ 
ing Jewish diaspord in the Hellenic World west of Palestine came to rival, 
in numbers and importance, the older Aramaic-speaking diaspord in 
Babylonia. And the emigrants from Judaea into the Hellenic world were, 
for the most part, not deportees but voluntary settlers. 

The present-day Jewish diaspord in the United States, which is the 
living counterpart, in importance, of the Jewish diaspord in Babylonia 
from the sixth century B.C. to the thirteenth century of the Chnstian 
Era, is reacting in just the same way towards the state of Israel that has 
been in ejustcnce in the former Philistine, Teucrian, and Jebusite dis¬ 
tricts of Palestine since a.d. 1948. Like their Babylonian predecessors 
and counterparts, the American Jews today are zealous in fostering a 
Jewish state in Palestine by contributing money and exerting political 
influence; but only an insignificant minority of American Jews, and of 
European Jews in European countries west of Germany, has been 
showing itself willing to emigrate to Israel. There is also already a per¬ 
ceptible trickle of re-emigration out of Israel into the Western World. 

Thus the situation as it was in the Kingdom of Judah before the year 
586 B.C. has never been restored in effect, in spite of the repeated efforts 
—which started within half a century of that date—to re-establish a 
Jewish communi^ and Jewish state on Palestinian soil. Before 586 b.c. 
the Judahite community in the World ^vas identical with the population 
of the Kingdom of Judah. Since then there has never been a Jewish 
community in Palestine that has been co-extensive with the Jewish com¬ 
munity in the World or has even been the most important part of it. The 
Jewish community re-established in Palestine in and after 539-538 B.c., 
like its successor in our own day, was a child, prot^g^, and pensioner— 
in fact, a by-product—of the Jewish diaspord. Ever since the beginning 
of the Babylonish Captivity, the diaspoid has been Jewry’s citadel and 

the Artaxerxes in queetion is Artaxerxet I (iit^erabat 465-434 B.C.) or Artsxences II 
(im^abat 404-359 B.C.). So we do not know whether the date of Ezra’s mission was 
459 B.C. or 397 B.C., or whether the date of Nehemiah's mission was 445 B.C. or 384 B.C. 
(see G. F. Moore :yu<fii£m in tJu First Ceniuruto/ the Ckristian Era, vol. i, p. $). Nebemtah 
maj' have precede Ezra. 
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arsenal.* In a.d. 70 and in a.d. 135, as in 586 B.C., the diaspor 4 survived, 
triumphantly, the destruction of a Jewish community on the soil of 
Judah. There has been no time sina then—not even the eighty years of 
the Maccabaean Kingdom’s sovereign independence (142/1 B.c.-^3 B.c.) 
or the 37 years of Herod the Great’s reign (40 B.c.~4 B.c.) by grace of 
Rome—when a Jewish community in Palestine could have stoc^ on its 
own feet without financial and diplomatic support from the diaspori. 
Even in the field of religion the diaspord’s role has been dominant. 
Judaism is a development of the Pre-Exilic rel^on of Judah that was 
created in and by the Babylonian diaspord and was imposed by it on the 
Jewish population in Judaea. The Babylonian Jew Ezra gave Judaism in 
Palestine the decisive impulse that eventually produced the Pharisaic 
movement and the rabbinical system.* The survival and vitality of the 
diaspord has been a tour de force; but, just on this account, the diaspord 
has been, and still is, the supreme and characteristic instrument and 
monument of the Jewish people’s persistent will to maintain its dis¬ 
tinctive communal identity. 

This will to survive as a community anywhere and under any condi¬ 
tions has, since 586 b.c., been paramount over the will to stirvive as a 
community on the Palestinian soil once occupied by Judah and Israel. 
By comparison with survival itself, Zionism has been a secondary 
Jewish aim. There has also been the aim of converting the gentile world 
to the worship of Yahweh under the aegis of a world-empire centred on 
Eretz Israel and ruled by ‘the Lord’s Anointed’: a coming human king 
of Davidic lineage. This third aim has, hitherto, been half-hearted. The 
hope of it has b^n dubious* and the pursuit of it has been spasmodic- 
in contrast to the persistence of the effort to secure the Jewish people’s 
survival. All the same, the expectation of the Messianic Kingdom seems 
to have been one of the sources of the eventual Jewish belief in the 
resurrection of the body—a belief that became an obligatory doctrine, 
and was taken over, as such, from Judaism by Christianity.* 

1 The greatness of the dUspori't destiny wu foreseen already by Jereniiah. He seat 
a message to the Jewish deportees in Babylonia urging them to n^e tnemselves at home 
there and to pray to Yahweh for Babylon’s welfare (]tt. six. 4-7, cit^ by C. P. 
Whitley, TJu Eiahe Agt, p. 53). Esekte], too, believed that the future lay with the 
deportees (ibid., p. 03). 

* Esra set himaeli to make the Torah the governing force in Jewish life. In virtue of 
this, 'he was in a real seiue the true founder of Judaism* (R. Traven Htxford-.yudaitmin 
the Ntw Testament Pma^ p. 370. Cp. eundem: The Pfiaritus, pp. 5^57). 

s ‘If the W'orld hath indeed been crested for our takes, why do we not enter into 
poaaeaaion of our world?* (3(4) Eadrms, vi. S'^’S9. cited by W. O. E.Oeaterley: The jews 
and Taoism during the Greek Period, p. 11^. 

* The question bow the belief in the resurrection of the body came to be a cardinal 
doctrine for Judaism is disctmed by G. F. Moore in yudaism in the first Cenluner of tAe 
Christian £ra, vol. ii. The tradition^ Jewish notions about the fste of the dead ^d been 
like those of the Hellenic World in its early days, as recorded in the Homeric epic. 
The ehotts of the dead lead a shadowy existence either in their tombs or in an urraer- 
world called Sbeol, which is a counterpart of the Hellenic Hades (Moore, op. cie., 
pp. 389-90). 'The problem of a human being's fate was slow in catching the sttention of 
a people whose enbrts were concentrated on preserving the condnuoua existence of a 
community in this world. The expectation of a resurrection is not to be found in the 
Book of Job ^id.,p. 391): and Ecclcaimea holds that, at death, human beings perish 
like animab (Eccl. ja. i8-3x:ix. 5-6; and, in fact,pa»m).*rhe expectation teems to have 
made its entry into the Jewish outlook at the time of the resistance to Antiochus IV in the 
fout^ decade of the second century B.C. The Book of Daniel xti. 3-3 expects the restir- 
reedon of some Jews, both good and bad, and the Seven Brethren are represented, in 
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Throughout, the Jews have concentrated on their paramount aim of 
preserving their distinctive national identity. This focusing of Jewish 
efforts has been rewarded by success for more than two thousand five 
hundred years up to date. And this success, in turn, has had revolution¬ 
ary religious and psychological consequences. It has produced a radical 
cl^ge in the Jews’ concept of the character of their national god 
Yahweh and a radical reinterpretation of the Prc-Exilic literature of 
Israel and Judah.* These two religious changes—especially the change in 
the concept of the character of Yahweb—have set up a psychological 
tension in Jewish souls between the nationalism to wWch they are 
devoted, heart and soul, and a universalism that has been a by-product 
of their nationalism—a by-product that has been unintended and un- 
dcsired but has at the same time been the inescapable price of their 
maintaining their faith in their nationalism in spite of the trauma in¬ 
flicted by the experience of losing their political existence and being 
carried away captive. The tension—which is still unresolved today—is 
a spiritual strunlc between the conflicting claims of two incompatible 
objects of worship. Which of the two is finally to win the Jews* allegi¬ 
ance ? Their worsnip of their own community, served by and symbolized 
^ their Pre-Exilic ancestors’ national god ? Or their worship of the One 
True God—absolute spiritual Reality in Its personal aspect^^nto whom 
their national god has been transfigured, in their vision of Him, as a 
result of the revolutionary change in their concept of Him in the light of 
their harrowing experiences? ‘Decisive in the psychological make-up of 
the individual is the question whether the group was selected for the 
sake of universal ideals, or whether those ideals were important because 
they emerged out of the life of the group.** 

If the Jews’ worship of Jewry were finally to prevail over their worship 
of God, then their extraordinary feat of preserving their distinctive 
national identity in diaspori for 2,500 years would have been unprofitable 

a Maccabec*. vi-vii, aa looking forward to rttina asaio. Thu esmeceation of a bodily 
resurmtion for human uema to have been a corollary of the expectation of a 

hfesaianic Kingdom. Thu kln^oa>^whose coming waa equated with ‘suvatton’—wai 
to be an earthly one (Herfora: yudaitm in the New Testament Period, p. 19); and the 
righteoua dead, especially martyrs for the faith, must rise again in order to participate 
in it (Harford; The Phamees, p. 17^; Moore, op. cit., vot. ii. pp. 312-13). This expecta¬ 
tion of a resurrection to life on Earth in the Messianic Kic^om waa eventually followed 
^ an expectation of a resurrection to life in Hesven (Herford: J’tidoism in the New 
Testament Period, p. it6). But its original role was to give the individual Jew a share in 
the eventual glorious rehabilitation of the Jewiah community and state on the soil of 
Judah (ibid., pp. 113-13). 

The belief in the reaurrection waa an innovation of the Pharitcea'. It had no authority 
in Scripture (ibid., loc. cit.) and it was not accepted by the Sadducces. The Sadduceca. 
however, disappeared, with the Temple, in A.D. 70 (ibid., p. ixih and thereafter the 
Pharisees had the field to themselves, save for the tranaient and ineffectual movement of 
the Minim. According to the orthodox Jewiah faith, aa this waa eventually established 
by the decisions of Pharisaic rabbis, people who deny that the resurrection is deducible 
from the Torah are one of three emses that are excluded from the world to coime 
(Moore, op. cit., vol. U, p. 3S8). 

* The relimon of larra became Judaism in con^uence of the Exile (Moore: Judaism 
in the First Centuries of the ChrisUaH Era, vol. i, p. 3: Herford: Judaism in the New 
Testanunt Period, p. 14); It 'grew out of’ the relinon of Israel, but was not identical 
with it (Herford, ibid., p. sol. The change waa gradual (ibid.). 'Judaism was continuous 
throughout its Iwtory’ (p. 13). 

> 'The personality of Goa was as intenal as His unity' (G. F. Moore: Judaism in the 
First Centuries ef the Christian Era, vol. 1, p. 115). 

* Rabbi J. B. Agus, in Judaism, 1956, p. 34. 
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as far as the Jews themselves were concerned. Self-worship in the 
first person plural —nahmyah (‘nosism’) as it is called in Arabic—has 
been one of the commonest—indeed, most commonplace—of all man¬ 
kind’s religions ever since Man learnt how to mobilize his collective 
power by means of political organization. This has been the paramount 
religion of the Egyptiac and Andean worlds; of Umma and Unik and 
Ur; of Sparta and Athens and Rome; of Venice and Milan and Florence; 
of France and England and Germany. If the Jews were finally to put 
their treasure in this familiar idol, they would be justifying the Chris¬ 
tians’ and Muslims’ judgement on them. The vision of the One True God 
would have been an involuntary product of Jewry’s tribulations, as a 
pearl is an involuntary product of some irritant that has lodged itself 
inside the shell of an oyster. The Jewish soul would be a spiritually 
barren field; and the Christians and Muslims would have been, as they 
claim to be, the spiritually alert and enlightened seekers after God who 
had discovered the poarl of great price and had made this neglected 
treasure their own. This issue has been confronting the Jews for some 
two thousand five hundred years, since the date when the full vision of 
the One True God was attained by Deutero-Isaiah. ‘Judaism, in one of 
its aspects, was, and is, a universal religion, while in another aspect it 
was, and is, a national religion.’* The Jews have not yet made their 
choice between these two incompatible alternatives. 

3. THE CHANCE IN THE JEWS* CONCEPT OF THE CHARACTER OF 

YAHWEH 

A radical change in the concept of the character of Yahweh is recorded 
in the religious literature that the Jews inherited from Israel and Judah 
and supplemented by their own commentaries on this Pre-£xilic 
heritage. This literature was precipitated over a period of fourteen 
htmdrcd years or more, if the oldest strata of the historical books of the 
Torah are to be dated as early as the tenth century B.C., since the com¬ 
pilation went on till the completion of the Babylonian Talmud in the 
latter part of the fifth century of the Christian Era.^ It is not surprising 
that a radical change should have taken place over a period of this length, 
in the course of which the worshippers of Yahweh met with a series of 
momentoiis experiences and underwent far-reaching changes in the 
social and cultural conditions of their life. In the accompanying changes 
in their concept of the character of Yahweh there was not a revolutionary 
break at any point; and, though the cum\ilative change in the picture 
was radical, there were at least two features, and these both important, 
that remained constant throughout. From the date of our earliest 
evidence down to the present day, the Israelite, Judahite, and Jewish 
worshippers of Yahweh have seen him in the form of a person, and they 
have believed that this divine person demands exact and unquestioning 
obedience from his human associates. This view of Yahweh is common 

I R. Traren Herford:yu 4 stm m thtHtto Ttttammt Ptriod, p. 89. Cp. p. 96. 

* G. F. Moore: Jvdmm in tht Pint Ctniuritt of tlu Christian Bra, vot. i, p. 4. The 
Paleetiniaa Talmud enu eotapleted in Galilee to the but quarter of the fourth century of 
the Christian En. 
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to the crudest Israelite and to the most sublime Jewish conceptions of 
his nature. The Jews did not come to think of him in impersonal terms 
when they came to identify him with absolute spiritual Reality. The 
transfiguration of the national war-god of Israel into the One True God 
of all mankind and the whole Universe left the antique deity’s imperious 
personality intact—in contrast to the depersonalization that overtook 
Zeus the sky-god of the Hellenes and T’ien the sky-god of the Post- 
Shang Chinese when he was identified with absolute Reality by the 
philosophers. Jewish monotheism was not metaphysical. It was moral 
and therefore personal.^ 

In the evolution of the concept of Yahweh there was this important 
element of permanence which persisted throughout the radical changes 
in the rest of the picture of Yahweh’s nature. In the course of the forma¬ 
tive fourteen or fifteen centuries there was, however, a great divide. 
The decisive changes took place within a span of not more than two 
centuries, running trom the generation of the prophet Amos in the eighth 
century b.c. to the generation of Deutero-Isaiah on the eve of the 
conquest of the Neobabylonian Empire by Cyrus. This ‘axis age’ in the 
history of the concept of Yahweh is an exemplification of Aeschylus’s 
insight that ‘learning comes through suffering’.* This period of rapid 
and creative change in the outlook of the leadme spirits in the religious 
life of Israel and Judah was also a period in which these two peoples 
went through three harrowing experiences: the economic and social 
revolution of the eighth century B.c.; the loss of their political indepen¬ 
dence and the destruction of their state, which overtook Israel in 722 b.c. 
and Judah in 586 b.c. ; and the deportation of the leading elements in the 
population which followed in either case—a turn of the screw to which 
the Israelite diaspori succumbed but which the Jewish diaspori sur¬ 
vived. Each of these experiences had its effect on the concept of the 
character of Yahweh. 

Yahweh, as he is presented in the strata of the Torah that are older 
than the books of the eighth-century prophets, is a national war-god of 
a familiar type. He is the local god of three communities of Hebrew 
origin—Isr^, Judah, and Edom—and he has his counterparts in 
Chemosh of Moab, Milcom of Ammon, Athene Polifichus of Athens, 
Athana Chalcioecus of Sparta, and for that matter also in those un¬ 
avowed but zealously worshipped deities Britannia, France, Deutsch¬ 
land and the other collective idols of the Post-Christian West. Yahweh’s 
origin is obscure. It is clear that he Nvas not originally a god of agricul¬ 
tural fertility. Perhaps he may have been the smithy-rod of the Midian- 
ites, Kenites, or some other Nomad people of the North Arabian 
desert* His recorded history begins when he becomes the political 
divinity of Israel. How and when this happened is also obscure. The 
story of the covenant made between him and Israel at Sinai, which 
eventually became the orthodox account of the beginning of his associa¬ 
tion with this people, is not the only account given in the Torah. Alter¬ 
natively the covenant is said to have been made between Yahweh and 

* G. F. Moore, op. cit, vol. i, pp. a6^i. 

* ‘Pethei machm’ (Aetchylus: Aromemnon, U. 177-S). > See p. 415, footnote 2. 

R2 
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Joshua at Shechem;' and at Shechcm the god of the covenant may, in 
truth, have ante-dated the Israelite occupation.* In any case, Yahweh 
comes on to the stage of history as a political god worshipped by three 
of the Hebrew communities that had lodged themselves in Canaan in or 
before the thirteenth century B.c. 

In the pre-eighth-century books of the Torah, Yahweh is presented as 
a divinity of a well-known barbaric type. In the traditional account of 
the makine of the covenant between Yahweh and Israel, his quid pro quo, 
in return for Israel’s allegiance to him, is to give Israel possession of a 
land that w'as neither his to give nor Israel’s to take. The Hebrew in¬ 
vaders of Canaan had to lodge themselves there by force of arms, and 
Yahweh’s supreme value to them lay in his military prowess. ‘The Lord 
is a man of war.’* ‘The Lord strong and mighty, the Lord mighty in 
battle.’^ ‘Blessed be the Lord my strength, which teacheth my hands to 
war and my fingers to fight.’* This potency of Yahweh’s %vas, however, 
double-edged. He was as vindictive in punishing his adherents for acts 
of disobedience as he was effective in giving them military victory at 
times when they had not incurred his displeasure. The common theme 
running through the series of incidents in the book of Judges, in the 
edition in which this has come down to us, is that Yahweh has repeatedly 
delivered a disobedient Israel into the hands of its enemies, and has tlien 
sent the Israelites a rescuer each time that they have repented of their 
offence. But this primitive Yahweh is worse than vindictive; he is 
moody, capricious, and impulsive. Many of his acts are so arbitrary as to 
be unaccountable. He is also physically dangerous to human life, like 
some blind material force—for instance, a present-day high-tension 
electrified cable. If this Yahweh had chosen to sw’oop from Mount 
Sinai on to Motmt Olympus, he would have been a match for the whole 
war-band of Homeric gods. His character, as depicted at this stage, is, 
no doubt, a reflection of the temper and outlook then prevalent among 
his worshippers. If so, the subsequent changes in the picture will be 
reflections of changes in his worshippers* temper and oudook—spiritual 
changes that were, themselves, responses to the challenge of harrowing 
experiences. 

The first of these experiences was the economic and social revolution 
that overtook Israel and Judah in the eighth century B.C. The money 
economy that had previously established itself in the Phoenician and 
Philistine cities along the coast of Canaan, and the urban way of life that 
had been practised there for ages past, now invaded—or reinvaded—the 
highland cantons in the maritime cities’ hinterland. This revolution was 
comparable to the one that overtook Attica in the next century, when the 

* Joshua xxiv. 

* See p. ai4, footnote 3, andp. 420, footnote 3. On the other hand, Moore holds that 
the notion of a covenant between Yahweh and Iirael ianoolder than theciehth century B.C.. 
and that it wat tte introduction of thia idea that made the Itnelitea’ and Judahites’ relation 
to Yahweh begin to become different from the neighbouring peoplca* relation to their 
reapective goda {Judaism in th* First Cestturiss of th* Christian Era, v^. i, p. aae). 

> Exod. XV. 3. « Pa. soiv. 8. 

s Pa. cxliv. I. The dating of the Paalma ia trill in diapute, but, whatever may have 
been the date at which the two passages here quoted were written, they represent the 
picture of Yahweh aa it was in the age before and Hoaea. 
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same more sophisticated way of life came in from Ionia and from the 
commercial cities clustered roimd the Isthmus of Corinth. In the Syriac 
World the social consequences of this economic revolution were the same 
as in the Hellenic. The countryside now had to carry the load of a grow¬ 
ing capital city: Samaria in Israel and Jerusalem in Judah. The rich 
minority of the population, which now gathered in the capital to enjoy 
its amenities, became richer, partly through usury, while the poor rur^ 
minority became poorer. The community was now morally divided, and 
this raised a question about Yahweh’s judgement that had not arisen as 
long as he had been the war-lord of a community that was held together 
internally by hostile relations with its neighbours. Now that Yahweh’s 
people was divided against itself on a moral issue, Yahweh must take 
a line as between one faction and the other; and the eighth-century 
prophets confidently and eloquently declared Yahweh’s judgement in 
his name. They declared that he stood for justice (as the sun god already 
stood in Egypt and was to stand in Anatolia, 600 years later, when 
Aristonicus called the oppressed to arms in Helios' name). The Prophets 
predicted that, if the oppressors in Israel and Judah did not repent and 
mend their ways, Yahweh would requite their injustice with a punish¬ 
ment that would involve the communi^ as a whole. At the time, these 

n hecies fell on deaf ears. The subsequent calamities—^the extinction 
e state and the deportation of the oppressive notables—recalled the 
eighth-century prophecies to mind and branded them indelibly on the 
memories of the conscience-stricken deportees and their descendants. 
From the time of the Babylonish Captivity onwards, Yahweh, in the 
Jews’ conception of him, was an all-powerful dispenser of justice instead 
of being an all-powerful tyrant giving rein to his whims. 

The eighth century b.c. also saw the beginning of the end of the in¬ 
dependence, and indeed of the existence, of the states of the Syriac 
World. The fourth and last, but also the most virulent, bout of Assyrian 
militarism was started by King Tiglath-Pileser III (r^abat 747-737 
B.C.). After he had decisively defeated the united forces of Urartu, 
Assyria’s most formidable riv^ at the time, and her East Anatolian and 
North Syrian allies, the whole Syriac World lay at his and his successors’ 
mercy. Israel was obliterated by his immediate successor Sargon in 
722 B.C., and the Assyrian sword hung suspended over Judah’s head for 
a century, before Judah, in her turn, suffered Israel’s fate in 586 B.c. at 
the hands of Assyria’s Ncobabylonian successor-state. Nor was this the 
end of the story of political disaster. From the date of Tiglath-Pileser 
Ill’s accession onwards the peoples of Israel and Judah and the Juda- 
hites’ Jewish heirs found themselves politically impotent in face of a 
series of overwhelming imperial powers; and, as far as the Jews were 
concerned, the situation remained the same when one empire gave way 
to another. The Assyrian Empire was followed successively by the 
Neobabylonian, the Achaemenian, the Ptolemaic, the Seleucid, the 
Roman. The imperial regimes varied from time to time in their treatment 
of the Jews; there were alternating periods of relative leniency and 
relative oppressiveness; but, throughout the age that saw the progressive 
change in the Jewish conception of Yahweh, the Jews were always at 
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some empire’s mercy—and this not only in Palestine but also in the vast 
regions, east and west, in which they came to be scattered as a local 
minority in diaspoHi. 

The reduction of Yahweh’s worshippers to a condition of permanent 
political nullity raised, for them, an agonizing question about the status 
of their god. In a world of {>o]itical gods each symbolizing the collective 
human power of some local community, the gods’ fates were implicated 
in the ^tes of their local adherents. A war ^tween Israel and Assyria 
was at the same time a war between the god Yahweh and the god Asshur; 
and, when Assyria annihilated Israel, the logical inference was that this 
human military decision also signified that Asshur had overthrown 
Yahweh. The common-sense conclusion to be drawn from this was that 
the discomfited god’s former worshippers should now transfer their 
allegiance to the victor god, either abandoning the worship of their own 
ancestral god altogether or, short of that, continuing to worship him as 
merely a subordinate member of a pantheon on which the victor god 
had imposed his supremacy. This was, indeed, the line taken by the 
defeated and uprooted peoples of Judah’s neighbour states: for instance, 
by the deported Israelites. This was also the reaction of the Judahite 
refugees in Egypt after the liquidation of the Kingdom of Judah by 
Nebuchadnezzar. In spite of the prophet Jeremiah’s protests they re¬ 
fused to retransfer their allegiance to Yahweh from the Queen of Heaven.’ 
Was it not, indeed, mere common sense for the Jews, now that they had 
felt the full power of Babylon’s arm, to become worshippers of Babylon’s 
puissant gods Ishtar and Marduk-Bel ? 

Here was a crux for worshippers of Yahweh who, in spite of all, could 
not bear to abandon the worship of their ancestral god. There was, how¬ 
ever, one way out of these straits. If Yahweh was not to be written off as 
having ceased to be mighty in battle, he must be credited with a far 
greater might and a far longer arm than the defeated Jews’ ancestors had 
dreamed of attributing to him. In the Pre-£xilic Age, Yahweh’s kingdom, 
as his contemporary worshippers had conceived of it, had been confined 
to the territories of these worshippers’ states.* The Pre-Exilic peoples of 
Israel and Judah, including their prophets, had recognized the existence 
of other gc^s wi^ political domains of their own in which, presumably, 
they were not less potent than Yahweh was in his domain.* Moab, 
Animoii, and Tyre, like Israel, Judah, and Edom, might each have been 
more or less loyal to its own national gods, but worshipping only the god 
of one’s own country is not the same thing as believing that he is the only 
god in the World.^ But suppose that one’s national god did, in truth, 
have dominion, not only over one’s own nation and national territory, 
but also over other nations with whom one’s own nation had come into 
disastrous collision. Then one’s own nation’s defeat and humiliation at 
foreign hands would leave one’s national god’s power intact, and would, 
indeed, be a demonstration that his power was greater than one had 

> Ter. xUv. cited ilready on p. 428, with footnote a. 

> W. O. E. Oeeterley: The Jem and Judedsta during the Greek Period, pp. 124-5. 
Ocateriev mentions Israel and Judah. Edom, too, shotild be included in die lltL 

3 Ibto., p. 94. 

♦ G. F. Moore: yudaism m the Firtt Centuries of the Christian Era, vol, i, p. aaa. 
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previously imagined. Israel’s and Judah’s overthrow would have been 
brought about, not by the Babylonian conqueror’s god Marduk-Bel, but 
by the conquered people’s god Yahweh himself. The Babylonian con¬ 
querors would then be unintentional and unconscious instruments that 
had been used by Yahweh for his purpose. Yahweh’s omnipotence ‘is 
interlocked with the teleology of history’,* 

This novel belief in Yahweh’s potency beyond the confines of his 
worshippers’ states, which had been forced on these worshippers by the 
experience of political disaster inflicted by foreign powers, was con¬ 
firmed and reinforced by the experience of exile. However far the Jews 
might be deported from the temple at Jerusalem, which had recently 
become for them the only shrine anywhere in the World where the 
prescribed ritual worship of Yahweh could be performed legitimately, 
they still found themselves in Yahweh’s presence. When Yahweh had 
thus proved to be omnipresent* as well as almighty,* was it any longer 
conceivable that the gods worshipped by the gentile peoples had any 
real existence ? By the end of the fifty years of compulsory exile under 
the regime of the Neobabylonian Empire, Dcutero-Isaiah had moved on 
from henotheism—the belief that Yahweh had an exclusive claim on 
Israel’s allegiance—to monotheism; the belief that he was the One True 
God whose kingdom included all mankind and was coextensive with the 
Universe itself."* But, if it was in truth this almighty god Yahweh him¬ 
self, not Asshur or Marduk-Bel, who had afflicted Israel and Judah, how 
could it be that a god who was still the god of Israel and Judah, and who 
was bound to them by a covenant, had brought himself to inflict these 
crushing calamities on his own peoples ? It was true that they had now 
recognized that he was a just god, and also true that at least a minority 
among them had committed injustices which deserved punishment. But 
the chastisement that they had now received was so disproportionately 
heavy by comparison with the degree of their offence that it would be a 
shocking injustice on Yahweh’s part if this were the end of the trans¬ 
action. Therefore it could not be the end. Yahweh must have punished 
his people, not for his satisfaction, but for their good. He must have 
punished them in order to give them a chance of repentance; and, if they 
did repent, he would surely remit their penalty and restore them to their 
former state of relative well-being. On this interpretation of the motive 
of Yahweh’s acts, he was not only just but was merciful, besides bejng 
all-powerful. The classical formulation of this Post-Exilic Jewish theo¬ 
dicy was to be made, centuries later, by a Christian Jewish ‘deviationist’: 


I Moore, op. cit., vol. i, p. 375. Rabbi J. B. observes that 'JutUism taught a 
ready-made inttrpTtiation of nistory, but not an objective imderstanding of h. So pro¬ 
foundly were the Jewish people convinced that the will of God accounted for all events 
that their interest in the actual events of history was all but exting^hed' (yudaitm, 1956. 
p. 3ej. * See Moore, op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 370-1. 

) Both the omnipotence and the omnipresence of Yahweh were proclaimed by Jere¬ 
miah (C. P. Whitley: The Exilic Age, p. 49). 'Jttemiah was the first of the Hebrew 
prophets to declare that he could be wonhipped wherever he was sought in sincerity of 
spint' (ibid., p. 54). 

* Oesterley, op. cit., pp. 95 and iio-ts. C. F. Whitley likewise holds that Deutero- 
Isaiah was the fint of the Prophets to declare that Yahweh was the toU true god ( 7 ^ 
Exilic Age, p. 135). But he also holds that Yahweh was elearly a univenal god for 
Eaekiel (Ibid., pp. 100-1), and that Amos reprnents Yahweh as having power outside 
the frontiers of Isrset (ibid., p. 134). 
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‘Whom the Lord lovcth he chasteneth, and scourgeth every son whom he 
rcceiveth.’* 

It may be true that, for the Jew, justice, not love, is Yahweh’s pre¬ 
dominant characteristic.* But, in the Jews’ vision of him, there is a 
harmony, not a tension, between the two. ‘Justice and mercy were not 
attributes of a divine being, but the character of a personal god, whom 
they could not imagine as either unjust or unmerciful.’* Mercy and, 
above and beyond mercy, love were ascribed to him in the eighth 
century B.c. by the Prophets; and both these qualities were proclaimed 
with ever-grov^-ing insistence and confidence, during the next 1,400 years, 
in the successive accretions to the corpus of Jewish religious literature.* 
This vision of Yahweh’s nature was expressed by thinking of him as 
being like a father and a mother,* and by calling him ‘Father in Heaven’. 
This phrase was coined by the Pharisees,^ who made their appearance 
before the end of the second century b.c. It is a familiar rabbinical 
term.^ It became an increasingly common form of address,^ and this 
always with a personal reference.* 

This mature Jewish picture of God as our Father in Heaven, miscri- 
cors et miserator, ar-raihman ar-rahim, is at the opposite pole from the 
primitive Israelite picture of a wild, capricious, vindictive Yahweh. ‘An 
ancient civilization was transmuted into a universal religion.’** In Jewish 
minds, under the stress and stimulus of Jewish experiences, the god of 
Abral^m, Isaac, and Jacob has become transfigured in Deutero-Isaiah’s 
vision into the god of Ikhnaton, Jesus, and Muhammad. One con¬ 
sequence of this transfiguration was that this god lost his name—at least 
in the sense that the utterance of it became tabu in Jewish mouths. 
To be called by a personal name implies being a representative of a class, 
from whose other representatives one needs to lx distinguished. The 
name ‘Yahweh’ implies the names ‘Milcom’, ‘Chemosh’, and the rest; 
and this consecration of their names, through their being put on a par 
with Yahweh’s, implies a recognition of these neighbour gods’ reality. 
When the god of Israel, Judah, and Edom came to be thought of, by 
Jews, as being the One True God, he also came to be referred to by 
epithets and periphrases. 

The transfi^ration also had another consequence which was more 
momentous. In the Jews’ own changed conception of Him, God had 
become too great, too just, too sublime, too benign for it to be possible 
to confine Him any longer to His tr^itional task of serving as the 
national god of a ‘Chosen People’.** If He is the creator and lord of the 

’ Heb. xU. 6. This is a reminiscence of Prov. tit. is. 

* R. Travers Hetford: 7 %e Pharisett, p. ia6. Cp. p. 154. 

* Moore, op. ett, vol. t, p. 303. 

* See ibid., pp. 1x6 and 396^; C. G. MonteSore: PabbimealLittrature and Gotptl 
T*oehingt, pp. 10^ and 3x2-13. 

> Moore, op. at., vol. x, p. 395. 

* R. Travers Herford: in tht N«w Testamati Ptriod, p. 88; idem: 77 i4 

Pharut4s, p. 151. 

’ Montefiore, op. cit., pp. 125-9. Moore, op. cit,, vol. ii, p. 204, notes that it is 
rabbinical, not apoealjptic. * Moore, op. cit, vol. ii, p. 202. * Ibid., p. 204. 

«• Rabbi J. B. Am in yvdetwi, vol. 4, No. 4 (Fall, X935), p. 332. 

In asserting me oneness of God and His justice, the Israelites made certain that 
their reach would slwajrs out-distance their grasp’ (Rabbi J. B. Agus injudaim, 1956, 
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Universe, all His creatures must be His concern. If He is good as well as 
almighty, He cannot have limited His loving care to a tiny minority of 
His human creatures and have turned His back on the rest.* If the whole 
World is His and is embraced in His plans, the supreme objective of 
these plans cannot be the re-establishment of a Jewish sutc on Pales¬ 
tinian soil. This could be the supreme objective only for a god who was 
merely a national god, and had therefore lost his kingdom, vocation, and 
raison d'Stre when the nation on whose worship he had depended had 
lost its political existence and had been scattered to the four winds. The 
One True God into whom the god of Israel and Judah had been trans¬ 
figured could, at will, restore both kingdoms in a trice, and would, no 
doubt, restore them in His own good time. But, if and when He did 
perform this provincial act of justice and mercy, it would be incidental 
to the execution of a universal plan in which such details would be in¬ 
significant. 

Thus the Jews’ theodicy had led them into an impasse. In justifying 
the ways of Yahwch to Jewry, they had discovered a spiritual treasure of 
inestimable value for the whole human race. Their god, as He had been 
transfigured in their hearts and minds as a result of their sufferings, 
could no longer be their pd exclusively;* and His transfiguration could 
not be kept secret from ^e gentiles, since it was implied in new Jewish 
forms of worship and was explicitly proclaimed in new Jewish books. 
How, then, in face of this transfigured godhead, were the Jews to pursue 
their paramount aim of maintaining the Jewish community’s distinctive 
national identity in a state of exile and political nullity? 

There was no possibility of their making a spiritual retreat. It might 
be tempting, on first thoughts, to reduce the One True God again to the 
minor dimensions of the national god of Judah that had been His 
embryo. But this could not be done without at the same time depoten- 
tiating Yahweh redivivus', for if, after all, the Jews’ god was no more than 
a national god, then he was not even one who was any longer might>' in 
battle. He was the prostrate adversary of Asshur and Marduk-Bel—at 
best, defeated; at worst, proved non-existent by the verdict of military 
history. The only way in which the Jews could save their national god 
was to lose their national monopoly of him; and, if they were now bound 
to lose this monopoly, they were &ced widi a choice between two alter¬ 
native ways in which this inevitable result might be brought about. 
Either the Jews themselves might take the initiative in voluntarily 
sharing their new-found spiritual treasure with the rest of mankind; or 
they might leave it to the rest of mankind to take the initiative by snatch¬ 
ing the treasure out of Jewish hands and running away with it. If the 
first of these two alternative courses were not t^en, the second was 
bound to be. The treasure brought to light by the Jews was so inestim¬ 
ably valuable that sooner or later, by one means or another, it was sure 
to become the common treasure of mankind. 

This spiritual crux has been a greater challenge to the Jews than the 

* The rabbi* have sought to get over this difficult by sup]>ostng that, at Sinai, the 
Torah t^is offered to all mankind but was accepted by Israel alone (Moore, op. cit., 
vol. i. p. *77). 

* This point ia made by Moore, op. cit., vol. i, pp. 233 and 326. 
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challenges of loss of independence and deportation to which the change 
in the Jews’ conception of their god’s character was a response. There is 
only one solution for the antinomy* between the nationalism whidi is 
the Jew-s’ will and the universalism which is an involuntary but inevit¬ 
able corollary of their nationalism. The Jews must constitute them¬ 
selves the One True God’s missionaries to the rest of mankind,* and 
must make it their paramount aim to convert the World to the vision that 
has been vouchsafed to the Jews themselves. But the pursuit of this aim 
by the Jews would require them to unite with their gentile converts in 
a world-wide religious community of followers of the pure religion of 
Deutero-Isaiah, and this transformation of a closed national community 
into an open religious community would run counter to the Jews’ 
hitherto paramount aim of preserving their community’s distinctive 
identity in the form of a nation. The Jews have been racked by this crux 
for 2,500 years up to date, and they have still to make the choice with 
which it has confronted them. Happily the way is still open for them. It 
has not been closed by the advents of Christianity and Islam, as 
Christians and Muslims severally maintain. For the Jews, these gentile 
homages to the Jews’ transfigured god may be portents and w'amings; 
but they are not more than that; they are not irrevocable cancellations of 
the Jews’ own manifest destiny. This is still intact, for the Jews to 
embrace, if they will. 


4. THE RE-INTERPRETATION OF ISRAEL’S AND JUDAH’S PRB- 
EXILIC LITERATURE 

(i) General Effects of the Extinction of the Kingdom of Jtidah and 
Deportation of the Jews to Babylonia 

When a community migrates slowly and gradually overland, it is 
possible for it to bring with it many, or even most, of its ancestral 
institutions unimpaired, even when its migration eventually carries it a 
long distance from its starting-point. For instance, the Indo-European- 
speaking pyeoples who moved south-eastward right across the Eurasian 
steppe and found new homes on the Iranian plateau and in India, re¬ 
tained a large fund of ancestral culture in common with those other 
Indo-European-speaking peoples who made shorter treks in the opposite 
direction and found new homes in Europe and, from there, in Anatolia. 
By contrast, a sudden forcible deportation has the same effect as a sea- 
passage.* Only the more easily portable elements of the deportees’ 
culture can be carried with them. Impedimenta have to be left behind, 
however important they may have been and however painfully the loss of 
them may 1 ^ felt. The elements that the deportees manage to take with 
them are only a selection from a former whole; and this selection has 
not been chosen by the deportees; it has been imposed on them by 
necessity. The portable elements of their culture may be casual frag- 

* This astinomy has bean noticed already on p. 487. 

* This point is made bjr Moore, op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 228-9. 

* For this, ace ii. 84-100. 
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ments. Yet, however casual, they are precious, because they arc a sal¬ 
vaged remnant of the deportees’ culturi past. Accordingly, they are now 
treated with greater veneration and solicitude than they ever received 
before the catastrophe of deportation shattered the integiaJ unity of the 
culture in which these surviving elements originally inhered. What has 
survived is now progressively elaborated and developed, until these new 
accretions come to fill the gaps left by the disruption of the displaced 
culture’s original pattern. 

When the Jews were deported from Judah to Babylonia, the most 
important of the cultural impedimenta that they had to leave behind was 
the ritual worship of Yahweh in the temple at Jerusalem.* The con¬ 
sequent break in their religious history would not have been as great as 
it was if their deportation had taken place before, instead of after, the 
syncBcism of Judah in the ancient Jebusite city that had been conquered 
and then been transformed into Judah's capital by David. By the year 
586 B.c. the process of centralizing Judah’s life in Jerusalem had l^en 
going on for 400 years. David had made Jerusalem the capital of the 
kingdom; Solomon had made its temple the principal shrine for the 
worship of Yahweh; Josiah had given Yahweh’s temple at Jerusalem a 
monopoly of the cult of him at the expense of the former rural shrines. 
The extinction of the Kingdom of Judah and the deportation of its 
notables reversed this long-continuing centripetal movement abruptly 
and violently. A high proportion of the deported notables were doubUess 
former residents in Jerusalem. They included priests as well as laymen; 
and, of the two classes, the priests were the harder hit. As a result of 
Josiah’s innovations, which had made the ritual worship of Yahweh 
illegitimate anywhere except in his temple at Jerusalem, the deported 
priests found themselves automatically debarred from performing their 
professional functions. They therefore, at one stroke, forfeited their 
religious and social importance within the deported Jewish community. 
The deportees’ determination to preserve their distinctive national 
identity in exile required, first and foremost, a redoubled loyalty and 
obedience to their national god; but, in exile, new ways of honouring 
him had to be improvised; and, in the invention and operation of these 
new Jewish religious institutions, priests were not privileged any more 
than they were penalized. They were on a par with the laity,* Authority 
now accrued to individuals, whether priests or laymen, who had the 
vision to see how to keep the Jews’ relation to Yahweh alive in the 
utterly unforeseen and strange circumstances of the diaspori. 

For the creation of new Jewish religious institutions, two materials 
were at the diaspora’s disposal: human beings and boolU. The human 
beings had been brought by force to Babylonia, and they had been able to 
bring their books wi^ them. The new master-institution in which the 
deported Jews and their Pre-Exilic literature worked together to create 
something new was the synagogue. This was a weekly meeting on the 
sabbath day for mutual adult education in theTorah: that is, in Yahweh’s 

> C. F. Whitley underlines Jercciuh’s role in cutting Yahweh-worship loose from 
Jenjsalem (TheSxilie Agf, p. 6). hsrenush condemned not only sscrilice but the Temple 
(pp. 4^49) end prophesied the Temple’s destruction (p. 50). 

> Moore, op. cit., vol. i, p. 4a. 
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teaching, which the Pre-Exilic literature was held to contain. The syna¬ 
gogues became not merely meetings but meeting-houses with more or 
less permanent and regular congregations and administrators. The rt- 
inte^retation of the Scriptures led, in the second century b.c., to the 
emergence of the Pharisees: a movement, group, or party which was 
ori^nally a small minority in the Jewish community and was, in its own 
estinuLtion, a religious Hite. The Pharisees devoted their lives to the 
eluci^rion of the Torah according to a method of their own; and this 
Pharisaic method eventually prevailed over all others. It became the 
only recognized method for the whole of Jewry. Non-Pharisaic render¬ 
ings of Judaism made their fortunes in the shapes of Christianity and 
Islam; but they were abandoned or suppressed within the Jewish com¬ 
munity. This was the common fate of Judaism as interpreted by the 
Sadducees (the name given to the priests’ party in the Pharisaic ^e), 
the 2 ^lots (the contemporaty militant party), and the Galilacan Jewish 
teacher Jesus. These three interpretations of Judaism dilTered greatly 
from each other; but all three alike succumbed to Pharisaism in the 
competition for winning the Jewish people’s adherence. 

As for the priests, their traditional authority was already undermined 
irretrievably by the time {circa 520-516 B.c.)* when the temple at jeru- 
^em was rebuilt and the ritual worship of Yahweh was restarted there 
in what had been the only legitimate practice of it since the time of 
Josi^. From 516 b.c. to a.d. 70, this ritually correct worship of Yahweh 
continued to be carried on in the ritually correct place, except for a short 
break of four or five years (168-164 B-C.) during which the Temple was 
appropriated by Antiochus IV to the worship of Olympian Zeus, 
^oughout this period the Jews believed that the Temple ritual was 
incumbent on them, and they continued dutifully to take part in it and 
to support it financially. But their spiritual treasure had already been 
transferred from the Temple to the synagogue and to the Torah; and 
therefore, throughout this period, the influence of the priesthood steadily 
declined. 

The Book of Deuteronomy, which had been the manifesto of the 
innovations in Josiah’s reign, instructed the people* to consult the priests 
when they needed rulings as to how the Torah was to be interpreted. 
From Ezra’s day onwards the priests lost this key function to the scribes,* 
though Ezra was legislating in and for Judaea at a time when the Temple 
ritual in Jerusalem was once again a going concern. This enabled the 
scribes to make themselves independent of the priests.* Moreover, these 
Post-Exilic scribes were not the same as the Pre-Exilic scribes from 
whom they had taken their name SSpherim. The original scribes had 
been government officials;* their new namesakes were a body of private 
individuals that was recruited by informal cooptation; and any Jew 
could be coopted if the fraternity considered that he had the requisite 
ability in the highly-esteemed new art of re-interpreting the Torah. The 
priests were the leaders of the opposition to the new scribes’ creative but 


* W. O. E. Oe»teriey: Th*yeua anjyuJcum tiuriTtg th* Gretk Ptrtod, p. ipg. 
4 r"’ *• * Oeweriey, op. dt.. p. 2il. 

Ibid., p. 229. s Ibid., pp. 227 and 250-x. 
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audacious concept of an unwritten Torah by which the written Torah 
was to be interpreted. This was, for the priests, ‘an annoying innova¬ 
tion’.* But, on this capital question, the priests were overruled and 
overborne. The Pharisees actually succeeded in forcing on the priests 
a new redaction of the Temple ritual corresponding to Pharisaic ideas.* 
The Sadducees disappeared with the Temple in a.d. 70.* The destruc¬ 
tion of the Temple, together with the rest of Jerusalem, in that year was 
an immense political disaster for Jewry; but, in the history of Judaism as 
a religion, the cessation of the Temple ritual caused no crisis.* By that 
date the lifeblood of Judaism had long been flowing in other channels. 

The priest’s loss was the individual’s gain. In a situation—and this 
was the diaspora’s situation—in which Jewry’s relations with Yahweh 
could not be maintained through the performance of the priests’ pro¬ 
fessional function, the individual Jew had to be invited, and indeed be 
conscripted, to step into the breach. Though the Temple ritual at 
Jerusalem might be in abeyance, it was still possible for Yahweh to be 
served by his people. The individual could serve him by obeying his 
comnaands as ^ese had been revealed by him in the Torah. The god¬ 
fearing Jew might, of course, be a priest, but it was in virtue of being 
simply a Jew, not particularly a priest, that he was called to his new 
vocation. The personal responsibility of the individual Jew for carrying 
out Yahweh’s teaching, the Torah, was preached during the Babylonish 
Captivity by Ezekiel,* and this idea of Ezekiel’s was translated into 
practice later by the Babylonian Jewish reformer of Judaean Jewry, 
Ezra.^ Thus the experience of exile made religion a personal concern for 
Jews as well as a social one;^ and, as Judaism became a religion for the 
individual, the individual became the recipient of God’s love.* ‘Judaism 
became in the full sense personal religion without ceasing to be national 
religion.’* The relation between God and the individual was stressed by 
the Pharisees.** At the same time, this individualizing of religion in the 
development of Judaism ‘was accomplished beside, not in place of, 
national and religious solidarity.** A distinguished modern Jewish 
authority on the history of the Jews holds that ‘what really matters in the 
Jewish religion is not the immortality of the individual Jew, but that of 
the Jewish people’.** 


(ii) The Synagogues 

Though there is no surviving record of the origin of the institution 
of synagogues, it can be inferred that it dates ba^ to the Age of the 

' Herford: Jvdtusm in th« New Tutament Period, pp. 48-50. 

* Herford: The Pharisees, pp. 47~48. 

* Herford: y^dotim in the New Testasnent Period, p. tai. 

* Moore, op. cit., vol. i, p. 114. 

» C. F. Whitley: The &aHe Age, pp. 6-7, 09, 109-13. 

< Herford: yuJaism in the New Testament Period, pp. 31-23 end 32-33. 

» Moore, op, cit., vol. i, pp. 224-5. 

* Ibid., p. 397. 

* Ibid., p. J2I. 

«« Herfora; Judaism in tite New Testament Period, pp. 87-88 end 92. 

>< Moore, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 311. 

It S. W. Baron: A Social ana Religious History of the Jews, and cd., vol. i, p. la. 
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Babylonish Captivity.* It can also be inferred that it was introduced into 
the Jewish community in Palestine from the diasporl* 

‘^en the synagogue was established there was nothing like it in con- 
noaon with any form of religion then known, and there Im been nothinir 
like it ever since, except its two descendants the Christian church and the 
Mohammedan mosque. To have created the synagogue is perhaps the 
gTMtest practical achievement of the Jews in all their history.’* 

‘'^e essence of the synagogue is congregational worship and edification 
conducted by the congregation through its own members and not bv 
priests on their behalf.’* ^ 


Nation-wide instruction in religion was something specifically Jewish * 
In the daily religious life of the Post-Exilic Jews ‘the synagogue counted 
for much more than the Temple did’; and the religion of the synagogue 
‘suffered no injury through the fall of the Temple’.* There was asyna- 
gogue within the Temple precincts for perhaps a hundred years before 
the Temple was destroyed.’ It may have been planted there in the reign 
of the philo-Pharisee Hasmonacan queen Alexandra {regnabat 75/4- 
67/6 B.c.).* The Pharisees imposed themselves on the Temple, ‘but they 
were at home in the ^ago^e’.* The procedure in the synagogue wi 
not modelled on that in the Temple.*® In the synagogue service, instruc¬ 
tion loomed larger than prayer.** The synagogue was used by the 
Pharisees as their forum for bringing the Torah to the people.** Popular 
religion was a product of the synagogues in the time of Jesus,** and it 
was from the synagogue that Jesus himself obtained his knowledge 
of scripture.** 


(iii) The Pharisees 

The name ‘Pharisees' makes its first appearance in the records of 
Jewish history in the reign of the Hasmonacan king John Hyreanus 
{rmibat 135-105/4 B.c.),** and there is some doubt about the meaning 
of the word. It is a participle of an Aramaic verb meaning to ‘separate’, 
^c ‘Pharisees’ might be separators or distinguishers of meanings, that 
18 to say interpreters of the Torah,** or they might be people who 
sepamted themselves from other members of their community whose 
religious performance fell short, in their eyes, of coming up to the 
requisite standard of holiness.*’ On this second rendering of the word’s 
meaning, which seems to be the more likely to be the right one, the 
name ‘Pharisees’ would signify the same thing as the name ‘Kharijites’; 


* VLtHoT^.JudattmmtktNeteTatamtntPeriod, p. zy.iAtxn-.ThtPharitttt, pp. 80-00 

\ ?»3j Moore, op. dt. t« 5 . i, p. jax. 

J Herford:yud^ in du New Tatament Period, p. 26. Cp. Moore, op. dt.. vol i 

pp. 114-15 and aSx teqq. ' 

t ®P' •***•» P,- Cp. Moore, op. dt., vol. i, pp. 114-15 and 281 ttaq. 

* Moore, op. cit., vol. 1, p. aSi. rr ^ ^ 

* H^rd : yudaim in the New Tettement Period, pp, 28 and 20. 

I Thin * .. IK-., * Herford: The Phariitet, p. 97. 

>1 u i* j • • I P’ ** Oeeterley, op. dt., p. 214. 

... m the New Tettament Period, pp. « and 134; idem: tJE* Pheri- 

** Moore, op. at, vd. i, p, 518. 

** Herford: The j^ariseet, p. 20. 
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and the Jewish Pharisees did have the same historical origin that the 
Muslim Kharijites had.^ They were a fanatically scrupulous minority 
who separated themselves, on this account, from the majority of their 
co-religionists who took their religion in less deadly earnest.* 

The Pharisees separated themselves, in fact, from almost every other 
element in the Jewish community. Their earliest quarrel was with the 
Hasmonaean dynasty and its allies the Sadducees. The precursors of the 
Pharisees had cooperated with them both during the twenty-six-years- 
long struggle of Judaean Jewry against the Seleucid power’s attempt to 
Hellenise Judaea (16S-142/1 B.C.). But, as soon as the Seleucid Govern¬ 
ment had acknowledged its defeat, the dlied Jewish factions fell out with 
each other. The purpose for which the rigorists had cooperated with the 
Hasmonacans and the Sadducees had not been to set the Hasmonaeans 
on a throne or to make the Temple safe for the conduct of the ritual 
worship of Yahweh there according to the Sadducees’ traditional prac¬ 
tice. Their purpose in taking part in the struggle had been to make 
Judaea safe for the exact fulfilment of Yahweh’s ordinances as revealed 
in the Torah* when this was interpreted according to the method 
adopted by the new order of scribes that had been instituted by Ezra. 
After the Sclcudd Government’s recognition, in 142/1 b.c., of the Has- 
monacan House’s sovereignty over Judaea, the Pharisees quickly fell 
out with the Hasmonaean kings John Hyreanus (regnabat 135-105/4 
B.C.) and Alexander Jannaeus {regnabat 102-76/5 and they seem 

to have become a self-conscious party, with a party name, in the course 
of this conflict. There \^'as a Pharisaic insurrection against John Hyr¬ 
eanus,^ and a riot against Alexander Jannaeus in the Temple at one of 
the annual celebrations of the Feast of Tabernacles. Six thousand of the 
demonstrators are said to have been massacred, within the Temple 
precincts, by Alexander’s Pisidian guard.^ This incident was followed 
by a six years’ civil war in the Hasmonaean Kingdom.^ The insurgents 
were not labelled Pharisees;^ and, indeed, militancy was contrary to 
Pharisaic principles. But the Pharisees were the beneficiaries of this up¬ 
heaval. Alexander’s widow and successor Alexandra {regnabat a.d. 75/^- 
67/6) capitulated to them. From that time onwards their position in 
Jewry was established, and, through all the subsequent military and 
political vicissitudes of the Jewish community in Palestine, the Pharisees 
went from strength to strength. 

Though the Pharisees had separated themselves from the Hasmon¬ 
aeans and the Sadducees so emphatically, this does not seem to have 
been the separation to which they were referring when they took their 
name. The implied antithesis to the Pharisaic party is not the Sadducee 
party and not the Hasmonaean dynasty; it is *the people of the land’ 

I Ibid., pp. 6 x-^ 2, citing Eduard Meyer: Urtpnmg wtd AnfSttgt dtt Christenttmt, 
vol. ii (Stuttgart and Berlin r02i, Cotta), p. 284. 

* Herford: yudoism tn the Nea TetUment Period, p. 46. 

> Herford, op. cit., p. 53. 

♦ Oeateriey, dt., p. Herford: The Pharisees, pp. 36-39. 

t Josephus: she Great Homano-yewish War, Book I, chaps, a, 8, and 67, cited by 
Moore, op. dc., vol. i, pp. 63-63. 

ft Ibid. 

1 Ibid. 


• Ibid., p. 64. 
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{’am ha-arets).* The phrase means ‘natives’, and it had the same oppro¬ 
brious connotation as this English word in its present usage. It also 
carried with it several offensive historical reminiscences. It recalled the 
disgust shown by Ezra and his fellow Babylonian Jewish purists at the 
laxity of the observance of the Torah in the Palestinian Je\vish com¬ 
munity of their day. It also recalled the contempt and harshness shown 
by the Babylonian Jewish diaspora’s ancestors, the wealthy urban 
minority in the Judah of the eighth century b.c., towards the unso¬ 
phisticated peasantry in the countryside. Finally, it recalled the ruthless 
expropriation of the previous Canaanite owners of Palestine by the 
Hebrew barbarian invaders in or before the thirteenth century B.c. 
Evidence for the Pharisees’ hostility to the 'am ha-aretz is to be found in 
their writings.^ Hillel, for instance, pronounced that ‘no [member of the] 
’am ka^aretz is religious’.* Johanan ben Zakkai exclaimed: ‘Galilee! 
Galilee I Thou hatest the Torah. Before long thou will make common 
cause with the tax-assessors.’* The Pharisees’ opposition to the 'am ha^ 
aretz was due to the Pharisees’ passion for the correct observance of 
the Torah.* Defensive precautions were taken by the Pharisees against 
being involved, through intercourse with the 'am ha~aretz, in breaches 
of the Torah.® 

In the Pharisees’ minds the 'am ha-aretz no doubt included all Jews 
who did not come up to the Pharisees’ own standards. The term would 
have been applicable, in fzet, to the Hasmonaeans and the Sadducees, as 
well as to the lax and ignorant mass of the common people. The numbers 
of the 'am ha-aretz had been increased by the Hasmonaean dynasty’s 
conquests beyond the borders of Judaea. The Samaritans, who were 
conquered by John Hyreanus, were proof against the Jewish version of 
Israel’s and Judah’s common ancestral religion. John Hyreanus’s de¬ 
struction of the Samaritans’ temple in 128 B.c.^ merely clinched the 
Samaritans’ loyalty to their own version of the religion of Israel. The 
citizens of the H^enic city-states conquered by Alexander Jannaeus 
preferred death to conversion to Judaism. But the conquered Idumaeans, 
Galileans,® and Ituraeans were forcibly circumcised,^ and only a small 
minority of them will have been drawn into the Pharisees’ camp by the 
zeal of the convert. The majority will have swollen the numbers of the 
'am ha-aretz. The Idumaean contingent gave Jewry Herod; the Gali- 
laean contingent gave it Jesus. 

Thus the Pharisees were a tiny minority in the Jewish community of 
their age. Josephus reckons their total numbers at not more than about 
six thousand;'® and he was writing of the situation on the eve of the 
Romano-Jewish War of A.D. 66-70, when Palestinian Jewry included the 

< Wttfotd-.yudeimin Ttstament Ptriod, pp. 59 and 72; idem: Tht Pfutrue«$, 

pp.31-32. 

» Montefiore op. ch., pp. 6-7. > Moore, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 160. 

* S. W. Baron: A S«aal and RtHgiovs Hittary tht yem, 2nd ed., vol. i, pp. 278-9' 

> MonteBore, op. cic., p. zs- * Moore, op. cit., vol. it, p. 159. 

t Moore, op. cit., vol. i, pp. a6 tod 36. 

* Idtunaea was finally conquered by Ariatobului in Z04 B.C. after a first conquest by 

John Hyreanut (Moore, op. ch., vol. 1, p. 56); Galilee was conquered in 104-toa B.c. 
(Oeateriey, op. cit, p. 37). * Moore, op. cit., vol. i, p. 336. 

Heriord: Judaim m the Nete Tettameat Period, p. 60; idim: The Phariteet, p. 34. 
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Idumaeans and GaliUeans as well as the Judaeans, and when the popula¬ 
tion of the Jewish districts of Palestine had increased as a result of the 
century of peace and prosperity that the country had been enjoying since 
the beginning of the reign of Herod the Great {accessit 40 B,c.). More¬ 
over, the Pharisees were not only a minority; they were a censorious 
one; and they frankly displayed their feelings. They had shown their 
disapproval of the Hasmonaeans when these had been at the height of 
their power. After the liquidation of the Hasmonaean regime by Pompey 
in 63 B.C., the Pharisees did not conceal their disapproval of Herod the 
Great and his successors. They also disapproved of the Zealots, who 
stood, in the age of Roman ascendancy, for the former Hasmonaean 
policy of armed resistance to domineering gentile powers.* In the Tal¬ 
mud, which is the Pharisees’ literary legacy, the Hasmonaeans are 
ignored and the Zealots are condemned.^ The Zealots’ outlook and 
temper are reflected in the apocalyptic Jewish literature,’ and this too 
—and the apocryphal writings as well—are ignored in the Pharisaic 
literature.* 

'The non-Phariaaic literature represents, both on its good and on its bad 
side, the religious ideas of the large minority of Jews in the period which it 
covers, while yet it does not represent that which was really vital, creative, 
and progressive in the Judaism of that period.’^ 

This passage perhaps fully explains the apparent paradox of the 
Pharisees’ eventual triumph. Montefiore raises the question how the 
rabbis' recorded hostility to the 'am ha-aretz is compatible with the 
historical fact that they received popular support.^ This censorious 
minority had no coercive power over the masses whom they openly 
despised.^ There is some evidence that the hostile feeling was mutual 
Yet the Pharisees had neat influence over these at least partly hostile 
masses.® Indeed, popu^ Judaism ‘was Pharisaic as far as it went’.*® 
‘The people followed the Pharisees.’** Present-day Judaism is Pharisiuc 
Judaism.** In fact ‘Judaism is the monument of the Pharisees.’*’ By 
contrast, the Hasmonaeans and the Herods, wielding their military and 
political power, and the Sadducees, wielding their ecclesiastical power, 

' In deploring the miliuncy of the Zealots, the Pharisees were in luneement with both 
Herod and Jesus; and this consensus is not surprising. For the Palestinian Jews to 
challenge Rome in war was criminal foUy>-aa wu demonstrated by the outcome of the 
wars of A.D. 66-70 and a.d. 132-5. The Hasmonaean resistance to the Seleucid Monarchy 
had bwn heroic but not foolhar^. The Seleucid power had been m idol whoM feet were 
‘part of clay’ (Dan. ti. 33). The Roman power was all of iron. Tacitui (Jlittoria*, Book V, 
chape. 8-io> draws sttention to the Jews’ (i.e. the Zealots’) miscslculstion in imamning 
that they could deal with the Romans as the Hasmonsesns had dealt with the Seleu- 
cidae in the age when the Seleucid power had already been broken by its collision with 
Rome. * Rabbi J. fi. Agus in JWoum. 19^6, p. 18. 

t Herford: tn thtUtto TtsUantnl Period, p. 127; idem: ThePhtm$eet, p. x88. 

s Herford: yudauiR in the Nee Testament Period, p. 125. 

t Ibid., p. tjo. * Montefiore, op. cit., p. zx. 

* Herford: tn the Nete Testament Period, p. ^7. 

* S. W. ^on: A Socud and Religious History oj thej<ms, 2nd ed., vol. i, p. 278. 

« Herford: yttdaism m the New Testament Period, pp. 

» Ibid., p. 80. 

E. BoAovitz: Judaism: Postil or Fermentl, p. 1x7. Cp. p. 123. 

12 D. W. ^ddle; Jesus and the Pharisees, p. 3. 

u Moore, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 193. 
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did not gain any hold over Jewish hearts; nor did Jesus nor Christianity 
—not even Jewish Christianity. The Jewish Christians were branded as 
odious heretics; and even the Sadducees, after they had faded out in 
A.D. 70, became heretics posthumously on account of their disbelief in 
the resurrection,* after the Pharisees had made the belief in it a cmditio 
situ qud turn for being accepted as an orthodox Jew. The Zealots alone 
were able, in their day, to compete with the Pharisees for the allegiance of 
the masses;* but the Zealots* influence was temporary, the Pharisees’ 
influence was permanent.* 

What were the reasons for the Pharisees’ eventual triumph ? In the 
first place, the Pharisees had a creative aim that answered to the Jewish 
people’s needs, and was within their reach, in the situation in wUch they 
found themselves in the Post-Exilic Age. ‘Pharisaism was the application 
of Prophetic teaching to life.’^ In the second place, the Pharisees had a 
method for translating the aim into action. In the third place, they were 
single-minded. They were devoted to their aim and they never flawed 
in their efforts to put it into effect in accordance with their own prescrip¬ 
tions. Phari^sm won the Jewish people’s allegiance both because of the 
intriiwic spiritual value of its aim and because of the sincerity of the 
Pharisees in practising what they preached.* 

Another, ^ough secondary, reason for the Pharisees’ success was 
their pacifism. Their politick requirement was negative and modest. 
They required freedom for themselves to carry out God’s command¬ 
ments, as revealed in His Torah, according to their own method of inter¬ 
preting the Torah. They would submit to any political regime, Jewish or 
gentile, that met this minimal demand of theirs.* On this condition they 
were prepared to put up with Herod's government^ or with the Roman 

< Moore, op. cit., vol. i, p. 86. 

* rofatB<»ir Ptriod, pp. 77-78. > Ibid., p. 8a. 

* Hertord: Th* Fharisttt, p. ajS. The influence of the Prophet* on the people'* 

religMn wu m f*ct sreiteit in the Po«t-Exiiic Age (Moore, op. cit., vol. i, p. it). Ezreie 
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Pharueea regard for the Prophet* in twiidng it into a criminal offmee (Matt, xxiii. 

Luke zi. 47). 

Phariaeet are denounced u hypocrites (e.g. in Matt. vi. 3-0 and 
30011 ; Markxn. 38-40; Lukexi. 30-5*). This accusation is unjust, for the Pharisees did 
not only praepae what they preached, thwr also believed in it. They am perhaps fairly 
be ac^ed of scU.righteousnesa and ael^emplacency, and alio of formal^m. Their 
rotmwsm WM mdeed an mevicible consequence of thar conception of the nature of the 
PofM and M the metlu^ by which the Torah wai to be interpreted. In their belief the 
Torah God a teaching, and wii therefore to be obeyed precisely, totally, and un- 
qu^tioningly. Thev also believed that they had a method of interpretirui the Torah by 
which they could elicit the commandments contained in it Tlieir whole duty, a* they 
W obey these commandments as they were revealed by applying to the Torah 
the PhartMte method of interpretation. To drm distinctions between commandments, 
and to judge that aome of these were more important, and therefore more imperative, 

• ®^**®f*J would_ have seemed to them, not merely preaumptuoua, but positively 

mptous. ^e quesdonable feature of Pharisaism is its int^ectual premises. 'There can 
be im doubt that the Pharueea were sincere in acting on ^cni. Hypocrisy is denounced 
by the rabbtt riiemselves (C. G. MonteSore: Rabbadeal Littraturt and Gctptl Teaddngt, 
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[JMaum, 1956, p. 18). 7 Moore, op. dt., vol. i, p. 77. 
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government, though these were, in themselves, no less distasteful to 
Pharisees than they were to other Jews. The Pharisees tried to keep out 
of politics,* and in principle they were pacifists.* ‘The whole Zealot 
movement was contrary to the ground principles of Pharisaism’.* For the 
Pharisees, ‘fidelity to their religion and the authority of the interpreters 
of the Law had completely displaced political loyalty and the sense of 
civic duty’.* ‘It was true that’, in their view, ‘there was and could be 
only one rightful king over Israel, viz. God; but, until He saw fit to 
send His messiah to establish His Kingdom, no attempt ought to be 
made by human action to force His hand.’* The right human contribu¬ 
tion towards bringing the messianic kingdom into existence was repent¬ 
ance, not violence.^ Two acts may be cited as being characteristically 
Pharisaic: the Jewish petition in 63 b.c. to Pompey to abolish the Has- 
monaean monarchy,*' and Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai's concordat with 
the Roman military authorities on the eve of the fall of Jerusalem in 
A.D. 70. Johanan, on his part, agreed to submit to Roman rule; the 
Romans, on their part, agreed to let him move, unmolested, from Jeru¬ 
salem to Jamnia, behind the Roman lines, and to establish there his 
school of rabbinical research.^ 

In maintaining this non-militant political attitude the Pharisees were 
at one with Jesus and with the Christian Church; and it is no accident 
that both Pharisaic Judaism and Christianity have survived and that 
Hasmonaean and Zealot Judaism have perished. This Pharisaic-Chris- 
tian pacifism was practical common sense in an age in which the historic 
heart of the OikoumenS was dominated by a series of overwhelmingly 
powerful and aggressive military empires. But pacifism is also the right 
policy for a higher religion in all ages and all circumstances, and this for 
a spiritual reason that is always valid. When the adherents of a higher 
religion go into politics and take up arms, they thereby stultify their re¬ 
ligion and sterilize it—and this the more grievously the more successful 
they are in achieving the worldly aims into which they have diverted 
their energies. This truth is illustrated in the histories, not only of 
Judaism, but of Christianity, Islam, Zoroastrianism, and Sikhism. The 
Pharisees’ pacifism saved Judaism from perishing with the Zealots. 


(iv) The Pharisees' Conception of the Nature of the Jewish Scriptures 

To a sceptical outsider’s mind, the Jewish Scriptures are a hetero¬ 
geneous collection of books, fragments of books, and centos composed 

* Herford: The Pharisees, p. 4^. 

* Ibid., p. xpo. Cp. Judaism m the Nete Testament Peritsd, pp. 60, 69, 77; Monte* 
fiorc: Rahbinie Literature and Gotpel Teachings, pp. 37-30. 

i Herford: The Pharisees, p. 2B0. * Moore, op. cit., vol. H, p. 113. 

i lierford: Judaism in the Neto Testament Period, p. 69. 

* Ibid., p. XXX. ^ Moore, cat., vol. u,p. 1x3. 

* I have been criticised—I think justihablv—by at leeat two Jewish writers tor taking 
Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkaa't coracordat with the Romaxaa as a new dqaart^ in the 
history of Judaism and therefore giving Johanan hiimelf too great prominence. E. 
Berkovitz points out that *he does not rcp^rcscnt a new departure in Juwsni; he is only 
one link, though a very important one' (judaum: Fossil or Fermentf, p. x x8. Cp. p. 44> 
footnote 3s)* M. Samtiel points out that Rabbi Johanan needed no conversion; he was 
in the main stream of Pharisaic tradition (TV Professor and the Fossil, pp. 86-87). 
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of fragments. The only thing that all components of the collection have 
in common is that they are the work of human authors. In genre and 
subject and, still more, in literary and spiritual value, they differ 
enormously. The set of books that was eventually made canonical con> 
tains mythology, folk-lore, history, law (secular as well as religious), 
lyric and elegiac poetry, politico-religious prophetic manifestos, addi¬ 
tions to these manifestos by anonymous hands in the original authors* 
names, one problem play (the B(»k of Job), and, latest in date, one 
apocalypse (&e Book of Daniel). The canonic^ collection ranges in date 
over about eight centuries (tenth to second century b.c.). The Pentateuch 
alone, which was all that was ever accepted as being canonical by the 
Samaritans,* ranges over two or three centuries (not reckoning in the 
earlier dates of the traditional materials out of which it was composed). 
The collection, so it appears to the outsider, has no unity. As he sees it, 
it is certainly not a self-consistent, uniformly authoritative, and all- 
sufficing divine revelation of what is true and right. This, however, is 
what the Pharisees saw in it,’ and the vision possessed them heart and 
soul. For them their Scriptures were a written revelation of God’s 
teaching (Torah).* It was their duty to do what the Torah told them. It 
was, therefore, also their duty to interpret it right, so far as this could be 
done by taking unlimited pains. ‘Religion, for them, was the realisation, 
in thought and in act, of all that the Torah revealed, so far as it was given 
to them to apprehend its meaning.’^ 

'The foundation of Judaism is the belief that religion is revealed.’* 
This belief is, indeed, Judaism’s distinctive mark.® 

*It might be a reasonable religion, but it was in an eminent degree a 
religion of authority; a revealed religion, which did not ask Man’s approval, 
but demanded obedience to the whole and every part, reason and inclina¬ 
tion to the contrary notwithstanding; an exclusive religion which tolerated 
no divided allegiance.’’ 

The Torah was God’s wisdom {hokmah)} It had been created before the 
World,^ and it was unchangeable.*^ It was also deemed to contain an in¬ 
exhaustible store of still unelicited truth.** So, in theory, the possibility 
of progressive revelation was excluded.*’Yet even religious beliefs cannot 
be frozen permanently, however conservative the believers’ attitude and 
intentions may be. A method of unavowedly progressive interpretation 
of the theoretically unchangeable but at the same time inexhaustible 
written Torah kept Judaism on the move, and thereby kept it alive. 

This way out had to be found and taken because the belief that the 

* Moore, op. cit., voL i, p. 27. 
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revelation of God’s will was contained in the written Torah had a corol> 
lary that was as inescapable as it was awkward. All God’s revealed in¬ 
junctions are, in virtue of their origin, absolutely, and therefore equally, 
authoritative and obligatory.* The b^ief in verbal inspiration leads to 
‘an atomistic exegesis’.* Every injunction that can be dicited from the 
text of the written Torah by the agreed method of interpretation stands 
on its own feet with sovereign au^ority as one of God’s absolute com¬ 
mands. The act of observance is wortUess in itself; its intrinsic value 
and its practical effect are irrelevant; it is valuable solely because it is an 
act of obedience to God’s will.* ‘A river will carry on its surface sticks 
and straws and the refuse from its banks; but it is the river which matters, 
and, without it, the trifles it carries down would never have been 
noticed.’^ Accordingly, primitive ritual rules embedded in the older 
strata of the Pre-ExiUc Scriptures were accepted blindly as being God’s 
commands.* No incompatibility was felt as between ritual minutiae and 
ethical principles.* ‘Conformity to the revealed will of God is the 
essence of religion.’* There is no warrant in Judaism for dissecting the 
law into a ‘ceremonial’ and a ‘moral’ section.* For the rabbis, ‘right and 
wrong were ... not defined by the reason and conscience of men... but 
by the revealed will of God’.^ Pre-Exilic ‘sin offerings* had been expia- 
tiom for acts that had no moral significance.*** 'The specific purifications 
and expiations of the Law apply almost solely to cases which have in¬ 
trinsically no moral quality^;** and, in the Post-Exilic rabbis’ eyes, 
breaches of morally indifferent laws were as sinful as breaches of 
morals.** In the rabbis’ view it was possible to sin without knowledge or 
intention.** Sin means a breach of God’s law.** ‘The legal righteousness 
of the rabbis was, in frequent practice, an odd combination of minute 
“ceremonial” and outward observances and of the most delicate loving¬ 
kindness and the sweetest piety.’** 

Thus, for the rabbis, ‘the Pentateuch was both an inspiration and a 
bondage’.*® 

‘By the terms of their faith, they could not distinguish between one 
verse and another. . . . Yet the rabbis struggle (unconsciously) in their 
chains and against their limitations; for all these distinctions between 
light and heavy commands, all this insistence on “for its own sake”, “all 
for love”, all this special stress on “moral” commands such as chastity and 
love of neighbours and so on, are extra-Pentateuchal; they are read into 
the text, and are not to be found tn the text.’*’ 

Montefiore draws attention** to the extent to which the Rabbis tran¬ 
scended the text of the written Torah. This was made possible by the 
Pharisaic method of interpreting it. 
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(v) 27« Pharisees' Method of interpreting the Written Torah 

The basis of the Pharisaic interpretation of the written Torah was the 
doctrine that an unwritten Torah, besides the written Torah, had been 
given to Moses by God; that this had been handed down, by an authentic 
oral tradition, to the Post>ExiHc scribes; that this unwritten Torah, in 
which the scribes were versed, was as authoritative as the written Torah; 
and that it could therefore be used legitimately by the scribes as a key 
for interpreting both the written Torah and the priests’ ordinances 
(gixirdth) by which the gaps and obscurities in the written Torah had 
been inadequately supplementecL^ This audacious new Pharisaic doc¬ 
trine had been rejected by the Sadducees,’ but that did not deter the 
Pharisees from systematically reinterpretiM the Torah by means of their 
revolutionary hermeneutical instrument. The process went on for not 
less than six hundred years, till it came to an end writh the completion 
of the Babylonian Talmud. 'This conception of the unwritten Torah 
proved to be the means of saving Judaism from decay.’^ Scripture un¬ 
aided by tradition had never been adequate.^ The new doctrine opened 
the way for what was, in effect, though not avowedly, a claim on the 
rabbis’ part to be receiving continual inspiration.’ 

'The religious life of the Jewish people was saved by the exaltation of 
the Torah from being a closed revelation to an open one, from a dead 
letter to a letter made alive again, &om a text long ago set and hardened, 
whose meaning could never change and which could say nothing new, to a 
text whose meaning was plastic because freshly interpreted in the light 
of the growing moral discernment of religious teachers, age after age.'’ 

Thus, in effect, the Post-Exilic scribes bad given themselves a free 
hand. The use that they made of this wws to elicit from the text of the 
written Torah two kinds of sentences: the one kind imperative, the other 
indicative.^ A sentence of the imperative kind was called a hdldchdh (in 
the plural, hdldchSth). The literal meaning of the word is ‘walk’; its 
technical meaning is a divine command elicited from the written Torah 
by applying the unwritten Torah to the interpretation of it.® The corpus 
of haiaehoth is what is meant, in the Gospel according to St. Matthew 
{xv. 2-3), by 'the tradition of the elders’.® A sentence of the indicative 
kind was called a ha^dddh. It was a statement of matters of fact in such 
fields as those of tf^Iogy, ethics, psychology, and metaphysics.'® A 
halachah was a much more serious matter than a haggadah in the rabbis’ 
estimation. It was serious because, if and when it had been ratified by the 
recognized procedure, obedience to it became absolutely obligatory for 

> For this doctrine of the unwritten Tonh, see Oesterley, Tin jetet and Judaism durvtg 
thtCretkPtriad,^. 58;Herford: Tudemoi tAsNcn TtstanunlPensd, pp.42-43: eundem: 
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* Herford: Judassm m the New Testasnent Period, p. 54. 

* Ibid. 
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all Je\vs. The halachoth, being binding, must be consistent with each 
other; the haggadoth were not binding and therefore might be mutually 
contradictory.’ An accredited teacher could pronounce a haggadah on 
his own individual authority.* On the other hand the dehnition of a 
halachah was the corporate concern of the whole order of rabbis, and it 
did not become valid unless it had been adopted by a majority vote,* or 
at least by an informal consensus.* All halachoth were deemed to be im> 
plicitly contained in the text of the written Torah.* Yet the rabbis some¬ 
times went so far as to set the written Torah aside.* ‘The ethics of the 
halachah was not identical with the ethics of the Old Testament, and 
the change from one to the other was deliberately made.*’ Moreover, the 
breach of a halachah was treated by the rabbis as being a graver offence 
than dbobedience to the Scriptures.* An established halachah could, 
however, be modified by subsequent decisions taken in proper form;® 
and thus the corpus of halachoth remained plastic until the completion of 
the Babylonian Talmud. By contrast, the corpus of haggadoth did not 
evolve, and in this it differed from Christian theology.’* The rabbb’ 
theology remained unsystematic;” they did not go in for theological 
definitions.’* ‘From first to last, they were religious teachers, and neither 
theologians nor philosophers.*’* 

Herford points out’* that the Pharisees quarrelled with Jesus because 
he taught the people ‘as one having authority, and not as the scribes’.’* 
In other words, he pronounced halachoth on his own authority as if they 
were haggadoth and as if he were an accredited rabbi, recognized by the 
established members of the order. He did not have this status, and, even 
if he had had it, he would not have been entitled to promulgate hala¬ 
choth of his own unless and until these had been adopted and ratified by 
a consensus of hb colleagues in accordance with the establbhed rab¬ 
binical procedure. 

‘He repudiated the whole system of the halachah', and he criticised, and 
on occasion rejected, the Torah on which the halachah was based.’* . . . 
What b recorded shows clearly that Jesus had no close acquaintance with 

the halachah which he denounced, and none at all with the theory of it- 

If he had had such knowledge, he would not have used the case of Corban 
as a weapon, for the case on that subject was quite other than he supposed.”’ 
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It is no wonder that the people *wcrc astonished at his doctrineV or 
that the rabbis were not only surprised* but were also incensed and 
alarmed by it. If Jesus had won the people’s allegiance, his victory would 
have spelled the overthrow of the whole system that the scribes had so 
carefully constructed and were so laboriously putting into effect. Con¬ 
versely, *if there had been no Pharisees, the Church would have met 
with little or no opposition’.^ The encounter between the Pharisees and 
Jesus was ‘the mutual impact of two irreconcilable conceptions of 
religion’, and ‘there was never any attempt at a reconciliation’The 
Pharisaic literature does not show any recognition of Jesus’s greatness.* 
The quarrel was the more tr^c bemuse, apart from this crucial issue, 
there was much in common between the two parties. For instance, 
‘there was a very considerable extent of common ground in the two 
bodies of teaching.... Parallels can be found in the rabbinical literature 
for perhaps as much as 90 per cent, of the recorded sayings of Jesus.’® 
Neither party borrowed the ‘common ground’ from the other. ‘The 
most natural and obvious source for the common teaching is the syna¬ 
gogue.’^ Parables were used in the synagogue teaching.® 'Most of what’ 
Jesus ‘taught was not original, since he gave for the most part only what 
was the current teaching of the synagogue.’® ‘His originality showed it¬ 
self elsewhere than in the teachi^ which was common to him and the 
Pharisees.’** Again, there was no quarrel between Jesus and the Pharisees 
over the issue of nationalism versus universalism, which has been 
exercising Jewish minds ever since Deutero-Isaiah attained his vision of 
Yahweh as being the One True God. Though Christianity ceased to be 
merely a Jewish sect and became a universal religion within a few years 
of Jesus’s death, Jesus himself is represented in the Gospel according to 
St. Matthew (x. 5-6 and xv. 21-28) as expressly limiting his own mission 
to Jewry and as excluding the Saniaritans and the gentiles from his field 
of concern; and the harshness of the language here used can have few, if 
any, parallels in the rabbinical literature.** 

Nor was there any quarrel over a claim, on Jesus’s part, to be the 
Messiah. There is no mention of such a claim in the rabbinical literature ;** 
and ‘the claim to be the Messiah was not in itself an offence at all’ in the 


sight of the Jews—though it was in the sight of the Romans.** The Jewish 
Christi^’ recognition of Jesus as the Messiah did not con^ct with 
Pharisaic orthodoxy.*® There was no obligatory orthodox doctrine of the 
Messiah or of the last things.** Any Jew could declare himself to be the 
Messiah at his own peril. The verdict on his claim would be given by 
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history. Some claimants’ claims have been recognized by some Jew's for 
shorter or longer periods; but, up to date, no claimant has ever obtained 
permanent recognition from Jewry as a whole. The most sensational 
case was Rabbi .Riba’s recognition of Bar Cochbah. This rash act proved 
Akiba fallible, without having done Bar Cochbah any good. Bar Coch- 
bah’s insurrection against Roman rule failed; both he and Akiba met 
their deaths at Roman hands; and in Jewish eyes the event proved that 
both men had been mistaken on a point of fact—Bar Cochb^ in claim¬ 
ing to be the Messiah, and Akiba in endorsing his claim. The outcome 
must have deterred other eminant rabbis from following Rabbi Akiba’s 
example, but Rabbi Akiba was not condemned for having committed 
himself.* His act and Bar Cochbah’s, which in Roman eyes were high 
treason, were not religious offences in the sight of Rabbi Akiba’s fellow 
doctors of the law. They were unfortunate errors of intellectual judge* 
ment. 

As for the case of Jesus, Herford holds* that there is no evidence that 
Jesus did claim to be the Messiah, though he evidently thought that he 
had some kind of divine commission. 'While there was a considerable 
range of meanings in which the term Messiah could be understood, it is 
quite evident that Jesus did not identify himself with any of them.’* ‘ In 
any sense commoxily recognized at the time, he was not the Messiah.’^ 
It would, indeed, have been a contradiction in terms for the Messiah to 
declare, as Jesus is said to have declared to Pilate; 'My kingdom is not of 
this World’, with the corollary that his servants would not fight.* This 
pacifisra, which put out of court any claim on Jesus’s part to be the 
Messiah in the currently accepted sense, should have commended itself to 
the Pharisees; for they, too, were pacifists and disapproved of the Zealots 
just because of the Z^ots’ militancy. 

Thus it would appear that, but for the issue over the halachah, the 
Pharisees and Jesus had no reason for falling out with each other. If this 
is true, it is a further proof of the importance, in the Pharisees’ eyes, of 
the procedure by which hakuhoth were established. 

5. THE ISSUE BETWEEN NATIONALISM AND UNIVERSALISM 

Moore truly describes Judaism as being 'the first great missionary 
religion of the Mediterranean World'.*^ Zoroastrianism and Buddhism 
were perhaps no later than Judaism in starting on their missionary 
careers, and Zoroastrianism’s mission-field overlapped with Judaism’s 
in Sou^-West Asia. But, at the western end of the Old World, Judaism 
was certainly the earliest missionary religion in the field. Some of its 
more notable missionary achievements have been noticed at an earlier 
point in this volume.^ It was bound to become a missionary religion 
when Deutero-Isaiah had seen in the national god of the Jews the One 
True God of all mankind and the whole Universe. Yet ‘the pregnant 
idea of the mission of Israel found little comprehension or response in 

> Htrfonl: yudoism in Vte N«to Testam,e?ii Peru>d, p. atS. > Ibid., p. 2x3. 
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the centuries that immediately followed’.* Two of the products of the 
Exile—the diaspord and the synagogue—were magnificent potential 
instruments for converting the World. The diaspord eventually spread 
westwards along the Mediterranean, as well as eastwards into Iran. 
Every city of any importance in the Old-World Oikoumene west of India 
came to contain a lo^ Jewish (immunity, and each of these communi¬ 
ties would maintain at least one synagogue. The institution of syna¬ 
gogues had not been invented for missionary purposes; its purpose had 
been to preserve, in diaspord, the relation between the Jews themselves 
and their god; but, though this was not the inventors’ intention, the 
synagogue was so attractive that it gathered a circle of gentiles round its 
Jewish nucleus.* When Paul set out to convert the Hellenic World to 
Christianity, he found, round every Jewish synago^e, an inner circle of 
gentile proselytes and an outer circle of ‘god-fearii^’ adherents (sebo~ 
mMoi).* Judaism had attracted them, yet Christianity captivated them 
when it appeared on the scene. These gentile converts and semi-converts 
to Judaism were the first recruits whom the Christian missionaries won 
for their ovm faith. Why were Judaism’s gentile adherents captured for 
Christianity so easily ? And why, since then, has the western half of the 
Old World been converted, not to Judaism, but to two ‘deviationist’ 
Judaic religions, Christianity and Islam ? The answer is that Christianity 
and Islam each quickly rid itself of the handicap of being a Jewish national 
religion and an Arab national religion respectively, whereas Judaism 
has never ceased to be a Jewish national religion, in spite of its having 
become also a universal religion some two thousand five hundred years 
ago. ‘The Jew is part of a collective destiny, even when he does not know it 
or is unwilling to share it.’^ But ‘the group distinctiveness of the “pecu¬ 
liar” people is the ever-menacing piuall for its universal responsibility’.* 

To convert people to a religion, ^e missionary must identify himself 
with them ana take them to his bosom on the sole condition that their 
acceptance of the religion that he has presented to them has been 
genuine and whole-hearted. The common bond that their conversion 
has established between the missionary and them should overcome all 
previous differences of nationality or culture and should place the con¬ 
verts on a footing of complete equality with the messenger whose re¬ 
ligion has now become theirs as much as his. The Islamic missionary 
comes near to living up to this ideal. But the Jewish missionary has 
hitherto been inhibited from going to this winning length by his over¬ 
riding anxiety to preserve his community’s distinctive identity in the fonn 
of a nation. Since Deutero-Isaiah’s day the Jews have recognized that 
God is the father of all men, and not only of Israel.* But their recog¬ 
nition of this truth has been prevented from bearing its full fruit by the 
persistence of a nationalistic conviction that ‘the relation of children 
was only effectively realised by those who belonged to the community 
of Israel’.* The Jews have realized that, since their god is the father of 
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all men, the conversion of the gentiles is their mission.* But this same 
god, being also theirs, is, in their eyes, IsraePs lover; and, if the gentiles 
ask to share the lover, Israel’s reply is: ‘You have no part in him.’* 

This narrow-hearted and ungenerous spirit has led the Jews to offer 
uninviting alternatives to gentiles who have been attracted towards the 
religion of Deutero-Isaiah. One alternative was to become a proselyte, 
but this involved becoming not only a convert to Judaism but al^ a 
naturalized member of the Jewish community.* According to Philo* a 
proselyte severs all his previous social, as well as religious, ties. The 
proselyte, if a male, had to submit to circumcision, besides receiving 
baptism and making a gift to the Temple.* It is not surprising that, 
among the proselytes, women were in a great majority. They were also 
in a majority among the ‘god-fearing’ adherents in the outer circle.* 
Gentiles who joined this outer circle were not required, as proselytes 
were, to take on their shoulders the whole burden of the Torah as inter¬ 
preted by the Pharisees.^ But the price of their being let off relatively 
lightly was that they were kept at arm’s length as semi-outsiders: 
‘second-class citizens’ of the Jewish community. It is not surprising that 
Paul and his fellow Christian missionaries found it easy to draw 
Judaism’s gentile adherents into the fraternity of a rival Juduc religion 
in which they could still worship Deutero-Isaiah’s One True God with¬ 
out being penalized on account of their gentile origin. 

In their attitude towards gentiles, Jews today are still the prisoners of 
the masterful Babylonian Jewish reformer Ezra. His objective was to 
make the Jews obey the Torah; and, as a necessary means to this end, he 
took drastic steps to segregate them from their gentile neighbours.* ‘The 
general result of his policy was to draw a sharp line of division between 
Jew and gentile, and to make for the Jewish community a sort of en¬ 
closure in the midst of the gentile world.’* This was an inevitable effect 
of enforcing the observance of the Torah as Ezra understood it** But the 
observance of the Torah as understood by Ezra and by his successors the 
Pharisees is not an inevitable accompaniment of the religion of Deutero- 
Isaiah. Ezra raised an issue. He did not settle it And the debate that he 
started has been continuing in Jewish hearts and minds ever since. 

MonteEore observes that particularism was the rabbis’ prevailing 
mood,** and that they were frank in revealing this.** ‘Yet flashes of univer- 
salism break and shine through the darkness’ :** and his comment is that 
‘somehow the universalist passages of the rabbis seem to me all the more 
remarkable in view of their prevailing particularism’.** In the Modern 
Age, and above all in the present generation, the debate has become 
active. In this age, as in the eighth, seventh, and sixth centuries B.C.,** 
the Jews have been meeting with momentous experiences and have been 
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undergoing far-reaching changes in the social and cultural conditions of 
their life; and it is therefore not surprising that now, once again, their 
hearts and minds should be on the move. 

The first of these great modem changes in the social and cultural 
conditions of the Jews' life was their ‘emancipation’ in the Western 
World in application of the ideas of the French Revolution. Rabbi Agus 
recalls tha^ in the Ase of Emancipation, Jews in the West have been 
struggling, in spite of the opposition of Jewish nationalists, to win the 
status of a religious community, and that this choice has been made, not 
once, but many times, in many parts of Europe. He cites the line taken 
by Napoleon’s ‘sanhedrin’ in Paris, which induded some distin^ished 
rabbis among its members. This body, representing the Jews of France, 
renounced the French Jews’ previous quasi-national status and also their 
hope of a return to Eretz Israel. It accepted for them the new status of 
being ‘Jewish Frenchmen’.* Rabbi Agus points out* that, in the present 
generation, 

‘die disappearance of the Jewish *‘heart-land'’ in Central Europe, the rise 
of the state of Israel, and the emergence of American Jewry as the massive 
centre of the global fellowship of Israel are all dedsive factors which imply 
the opening of a new and completely unprecedented era.' 


In other passages Rabbi Agus draws attention to the tenseness of the 
debate in this new era of Jewish history, and at the same time finds the 
causes of this tension in human nature and traces its origins back into 
the Jews’ past. Rabbi Agus sees ‘the dynamic ideas of history as vertical 
fields of force between an ideal pole and an instinctive drive’.* He puts 
his finger on the tension between Jewish nationalism and Jewish mono¬ 
theism,* and on the tension, wi^n Jewish nationalism, between in- 
stinctive forces of self-assertion and ideal elements of self-transcendancc.* 
‘In a religious community, as in an historical nation, we encounter 
the same tension between self-assertion and self-transcendance.’^ In 
Judaism ‘there emerged a quadri-polar field of consdousness which was 
both unprecedented and unparalleled’.^ ‘Each of the four poles of Jewish 
consciousness—the self-transcendance of religion and its self-satisfied 
dogmatism, the spiritualization of national feeling and its degeneration 
into nihilistic chauvinism—could achieve dominance in the soul of the 
Jew.’* 

Rabbi Agus’s diagnosis can be illustrated from the writings of other 
contemporary Jewish thinkers. For example, Berkovitz holds that 
Judaism has no world-wide other-worldly mission.* Baron holds that 
‘the Jewish religion without the “ Chosen People” is unthinkable, neither 
could it, like ^e other religions, be transplanted from the Jewish to 
another people’.*® Berkovitz declares,** in Ezra’s vein, that ‘to accept 
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Judaism without accepting the Mosaic Law is a contradiction in terras’. 
Eban sees ‘the wave of the future’ not in the diaspoii but in the recently 
established state of Israel. In his view the present century is signaliaed 
by the triumph of national states and is the burial-ground of broader 
associations.' Yet in the same essays the same Jewish writer finds that 
the characteristics of Judaism are a belief in the possibility of moral 
choice, a belief in social justice, and a belief in universal peace; and he 
holds that the Jewish people have conserved their 'union and identity, 
not for their own sake, but in order to maintain trusteeship over these 
revolutionary ideals’.^ Samuel holds^ that the Jewish people ‘is a con¬ 
tinuing association of individuals ... working out an experiment in the 
relationship to God. . . . When the Messiah will have come, when all 
peoples will have accepted the faith, the experiment will have been 
successfully concluded.’ The following beautitul and moving passage is 
part of a Jewish prayer that is prayed by a Jewish congregation today.* 

‘Our guardian, gird us with strength and patience for our holy mission. 
Grant that all the children of Israel may recognise the goal of Israel’s 
chan^ful career, so that they may exemplify by their zeal and love for 
mankind the truth of Israel’s watchword: One humanity on earth, even as 
there is but one God in heaven. Enlighten all that call themselves by thy 
name with the knowledge that the sanctuary of wood and stone which 
once crowned Zion’s hill was but a gate, through which Israel stepped out 
into the world to lead mankind nearer unto thee. 

‘Thou alone knowest when this work of atonement shall be completed; 
when the day shall dawn in which the light of thy truth shall illumine the 
whole earth. But that great day of universal reconciliation shall come, as 
surely as none of thy words return void except it have done that for which 
thou didst send it.* 

The Jewish faith is the vision of the character of the One True God 
that was caught by the Prophets progressively from Amos to Deutero- 
Isaiah. The ‘experiment’ in the relationship to God is ‘the application of 
Prophetic teaching to life’ which is Herford’s dehnition of Pharisaism.^ 
Thjs is a great spiritual treasure which the Jews have to give to all peoples. 
But one cannot give a treasure and at the same time keep it to oneself. 
If the giving of this treasure is the Jews’ mission, as it surely is, then this 
mission requires them, now at last, to make that their paramount aim in 
place of the incompatible aim that they have always put first, so far, ever 
since their experience of the Babylonish Captivity. They will have to 
give up the national form of the Jewish community’s distinctive identity 
in order to become, without reservations, the missionaries of a universal 
church that will be open, on an equal footing, to anyone, Jew or gentile, 
who gives his allegiance to Deutero-Isaiah’s God and see^ to do His will. 
In our time the Zionist movement has been travelling in just the 
opposite direction to this. It has not only clung to, and accentuated, the 
national form of Jewish communal life. It has also put it back on to a 
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territorial basis. On the other hand, the contemporary Reform, Con¬ 
servative, and Liberal movements in the Jewish diaspoM have been *de- 
fbssilising' their practice of Judaism.* They have already travelled far 
from the Pharisees’ interpretation of the Torah and from the undiscrim¬ 
inating obedience to all halachoth which this interpretation demands.* 

It is difficult and painful to renounce aims and practices to which one 
has remained faithful, at the <x>st of penalization and persecution, for 
hundreds of years. But the Jews have at their command a spiritual in¬ 
strument that, in the past, has enabled them to perform feats as difficult 
as this. The unwritten Torah was dormant for 1,400 years, from the date 
of the closing of the Babylonian Talmud till the ‘emancipation’ of the 
Jews in the West in the Napoleonic Age. Yet, considering that it proved 
possible to bring the unwritten Torah to life in Ezra’s time, and again in 
the Age of the Pharisees, it is not surprisii^ that it should also be proving 
possible to revive it today; and it is an instrument that is equal to the 
task that has been confronting Jewry by now for 2,500 years. The 
treasure that the Jews have to give is not the Talmud or the written 
Torah or the Jewish diaspori or a Jewish national state in Palestine. It is 
the Prophets’ vision of God’s character; the relation of human souls to 
God as the Prophets have seen Him; and the ideals of human conduct 
that follow from this. 

In equipping itself for its universal mission, Judaism might have 
something to learn from two great Jews whom it Im disowned hitherto. 
It might recall that, at the zenith of the Pharisaic Age, one Pharisee, 
Paul, was singular in already anticipating the change of outlook that is 
perceptible among Jews today on a broader front. Paul perceived that 
the Torah, which had once b^ a spiritual panoply for the preservation 
of Judaism, had latterly become a spiritual impediment to ffie propaga¬ 
tion of the Jewish faith, and that therefore the time had come for the 
Torah to be reinterpreted again. Present-day Jews could recognize in 
Paul a forerunner of theirs in this held, without having also to accept 
Paul’s belief that Jesus was a divine being. The Jews might also at last 
lay claim to Jesus, whom they have allowed the Christians to appr<mriate 
without any Jewish protest. Jesus was not a Christian; he was a Jew in 
belief and practice, though, being a Galilaean, he may have been a gentile 
by descent. There is no evidence that he w'as not an orthodox Jew. The 
claims to divinity that are put into his mouth in the Gospels are not 
evidence of this; they are evidence only of what bis Christian adherents 
in the next generation believed about him. This belief is blasphemous in 
terms of Judaism; but the blasphemy is Christian: Jesus himself cannot 
be convicted of it Jesus was not a Pharisee; but a Jew could be an 
orthodox Jew without being a Pharisee in Jesus’s time, as he can today. 
On this point, Jesus’s Sadducee and Zealot contemporaries were in the 
same position as Jesus. Moreover, the quarrel between Jesus and the 

< Sec Rcbbi J. B. Amt's comments in the Annex to the present chapter. 
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Pharisees is progressively losing its meaning as the halachothy after 
having been kept frozen for so many centuries, are being at last pro> 
grcssively transmuted.* To accept Jesus as a Jewish teacher who taught 
as one having authority does not involve acceptance of the Christian be¬ 
lief in Jesus’s divinity. 

The Jewish religion is meant for all mankind. So far from its being 
'unthinkable’ without the 'Chosen People’, it cannot fulfil its destiny of 
becoming a universal religion unless and until the Jews renounce the 
national form of their distinctive communal identity for the sake of 
fulfilling their universal religious mission. To accept Judaism without 
accepting the Mosaic I^w is not 'a contradiction in terms’, if by 'the 
Mosaic Law’ one means the Torah as reinterpreted by the Pharisees’ 
method. A new Jewish reinterpretation of the Torah—this time as being 
a symbolic expression of the religious ideals of Judaism—is a necessary 
condition for Judaism’s achievement of its destiny. Judaism’s destiny is 
to be accessible to, and accepted by, the gentiles. It may be true that, 
without the carapace of the Torah and the Talmud, it is impossible for 
the Jews to maintain in diaspord their distinctive communal identity 
in its national form; but there are two ways in which a community’s 
distinctive national identity may disappear: the Israelite way and ^e 
Roman. The Ten Tribes lost their national identity through being 
assimilated by peoples into whose countries they had been ^{>orted; 
the Romans gave up theirs by incorporating in their community the 
peoples whose countries they had united with their own. The two ways 
are antithetical in several senses. The Ten Tribes’ way is passive, in¬ 
voluntary, and inglorious, and it is natural that the Jews should be on 
their guard against meeting the fate of their lost kinsmen. On the other 
hand the Roman way is active, deliberate, and noble, and the renuncia¬ 
tion of communal identity in its national form does not involve the loss 
of communal identity itself when ‘an ancient civilization’ has been 
'transmuted into a universal religion’.^ 

Today the Jews in the diaspoii are being told by some Israelis that 
they are doomed to suffer the fate of the Ten Lost Tribes if they do not 
emigrate to the present Israeli state. But, in truth, the choices open to 
the Jews in the diaspoxi are not confined to these two alternatives. There 
is a third choice: the Roman choice of incorporating instead of being 
assimilated. The assimilation of the Jewish diaspora by the surrounding 
gentile majority is thus not their only alternative to emigration to Israel. 
Another possibility is that the Jewish diaspori might win converts to 
a denationalized and defossilized Judaism among the gentile majority 
around them. What the Romans did on the pohtical plane, the Jews 
could do on the religious. They could incorfwrate gentiles in a Jewish 
religious community by converting them to the religion of Deutero- 
Isaiah. The greatest of the Prophets up to date, though not necessarily 
the last of them, would be, not Muhammad, but a Jewish seer who in¬ 
spired his fellow Jews at last to dedicate themselves to their universal 
mission wholeheartedly. The World has been waiting for this prophet 
for 3,500 years. 

> S«« Rabbi Aqua's contmenta in loc. cit. 
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XVI. THE HISTORY AND PROSPECTS OF 
THE WEST 


T he subject of this chapter is a big one, but the chapter need not be 
long, since the history and prospects of the West have been dis> 
cussed at some length in a previous volume.^ Critics of what I have 
written about the West there, and in other passages, have dealt, not only 
with the substance of the subject, but with my views about it. These are 
of minor interest in themselves, but, since my critics have paid attention 
to them, and in some cases have apparently misunderstood them, I have 
dealt briefly with this personal aspect of the subject too in the Annex to 
Chapter II of the present volume.* I therefore need not say much in this 
chapter about the discusrion of my own views. 

Unlike the histories of a majority of the civilizations known to us, the 
history of the West is to-day still an unfinished story. It is therefore 
hazardous to try to forecast its prospects, even in the form of suggesting 
a number of alternative possibilities.* Even if we were satisfied that the 
pattern of Western history, up to date, has been more or less the same as 
that of some other dviliration—say, the Hellenic or the Sinic—whose 
history is over and is therefore known to us from beginning to end, we 
should have no warrant for forecasting that the future course of Western 
history will follow Hellenic or Sinic lines, if I am right—as 1 believe I 
am—in holding that patterns in the course of human afi^rs are not 
predetermined or inevitable, and that therefore past patterns afford no 
basis for predictions about the future.^ If this is the truth, we cannot 
foretell whether or not the Western Civilization is ever going to enter 
into a universal state, as both the Hellenic and the Sinic did. Still less 
can we foretell whether, if the future course of Western affairs were to 
follow the pattern that is a common Helleno-Sinic one up to that point, 
the West’s universal state would be as short-lived as the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion's was in the western provinces of the Roman Empire, or as long- 
lived as the Sinic universal state has been. 

In the Atomic Age, into which the West—and, with it, the World— 
has entered in our lifetime, it now looks as if a universal state could not 
be established again—at any rate not in the standard way, and therefore 
not in the standard form which that way produced. In the past, universal 
states have been established as the re^t of successive wars ending in 
the overthrow of all great powers except one surviving victor. Even in 
the age of pre-atomic weapons this way of arriving at political unity was 
so destructive—psychologically still more than materially—that civiliza¬ 
tions which had passed through this harrowing experience usually 
emerged from it incurably damped. In the age of atomic weapons no 

‘ vol. ix, pp. 3 On p. 6 m, footnote s. 

» Ad fumintm, E. Cuftn, writing in Mtrch, 1955, in Books on Trial, finds, not 
turprisingbr, that Tornbee, from tm start of Iw woA, has rendered judgntenta on 
the history of the West which hsre proved startlingly wrong' (p. 265). In general 
Gargan is critical of roy ‘vision of the Western pest and futur^. 

* 0 . Halecki, iaThslnUnt ofToynboo’t History: A Co-oporatht Afpraxsol, has given 
me credit for having avoided any deterministic mterpreution of the history of the West 
in particular and of mankind in general. 
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power would reach the final round. There would be no victor; all bel¬ 
ligerents alike would be vanquished; and even the first round of atomic 
warfare might wipe out, not only the belligerent states, but civilization, 
the human race, and perhaps all life on this planet. It does not follow that 
mankind cannot and will not attain unity. Now that, for the first time in 
history, the whole human race has been united on the military plane, the 
choice confronting us may be one between going all the way to unity or 
going under. What seems improbable is that a society can ever again be 
united by force. This seems improbable because the force used in 
future warfare would be atomic force, and this would annihilate the 
society, leaving nothing in existence to unite. 

Such considerations as these have made me wary of offering predic¬ 
tions—above all about the future of the West. When critics point this 
out,* I take that as commendation and not as censure. And their criticism 
misses the mark when they go on to accuse me of inconsistency in 
shrinking from applying to the Western Civilization a pattern of deaine 
and fall that, according to them, I believe to be the inevitable fate of all 
civilizations.* It is true that I should feel rueful if I were convinced that 
the particular living civilization into which I have been bom is bound to 
break down and disintegrate on the lines on which other civilizations 
have gone to pieces in the past. It is also true that I think that a pattern 
of bre^down and disintegration, common to the histories of a number of 
past civilizations, can be detected when we make a comparative study 
of them. But I do not believe that this pattern was predetermined or in¬ 
evitable in any single past case; and therefore, d fortiori^ I do not believe 
that it can be projected into a prediction about the future of a civilization 
that is still a going concern.^ I do not believe, as Spengler believes, that 
there is a fixed pattern to which the history of every civilization is bound 
to conform. My unwillingness to predict that the Western Civilization 
will go the way that a number of its predecessors have gone is a consistent 
application of my conviction that the course of human affairs is not pre¬ 
determined. It is not a sentimental refusal to apply to the prospects of 
my own civilization some pattern of breakdown and disintegration that 
I unavowedly believe to be every civilization’s inevitable fate. I have no 
such cast-iron pattern in my bag of intellectual tools. 

As I see it, the fact that die Western Civilization’s history is still im- 
finished not only makes it impossible to predict its future course but also 
makes it difficult even to discuss the pattern of its past history as far as 
this has gone up to date. Sir Llewellyn Woodward has pointed out that 
any number of patterns can be found in history.^ Even if we manage to 
see through and discard those that are imaginary, the number of those 
admitted, by general consensus, to be genuine still be great. There 
is room for many patterns; they are not mutually exclusive. The problem 


> e.g. T. J. G. Locher in De Gids, M«y, 1948, ofl^rint p. a6; Crane Brinum in Tht 
Virtvda Quarfrly lUoUto, vol. 3a, No. 3 (Summer, rpSS), pp. 36 *; 75 * 

» See Locher, ibid,, p. 37; Geyl in and History, pp. 67-68; K. W. Ihomp- 

•on, ibid., p. 3x6; Spate, ibid., p. 303; JB. Pra>«h in Ths Modem ReoUso, November, 


roeVpr^j; Cltf. TliU in Thi’l^o^em Qvarttrfy, Autumn. 19*7, p. api. 

> 'Even u we could claim that all past societiet have perished, it would not prove tMt 
all ^ture ones must’ (J. K. Feibleman in T'ien Hsus Monthly, vol. xi. Nos. i and 3 
(1940), p. x6). * See the passage quoted on p. 168. 
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raised by their number is that of their relation to each other. When the 
history of a civilization, or of some greater or lesser historical episode, is 
complete, it may be practicable, in retrospect, to make out which of the 
patterns in it is the dominant pattern to which the others are sub¬ 
ordinate. But, when the story is still unfinished, the clue is much harder 
to find. If one looks at a Persian carpet at the stage at which the strip that 
has already been knotted runs to only a few inches out of an ultimate 
length of, say, twenty feet, we can perhaps identify the motifs that the 
totd pattern of the finished carpet is going to develop; but we cannot yet 
single out the master-motif that is going to give form and unity to the 
whole. 

This point may be illustrated from a past chapter of Western history. 
An observer looking at the Western World at some date early in the 
fourteenth century of the Christian Era might reasonably have guessed 
that its roaster-institution was going to be city-states. At that date the 
city-states of Northern and Central Italy were masters of the industry 
and commerce of the Mediterranean. The league of Hansa towns was 
dominatir^ the Baltic and Scandinavia; the Flemish city-states were a 
potent force in the economy of England and Northern France. It might 
well have seemed that the rustic kingdoms, survivi^ from an earlier 
phase of the history of the medieval West, were destined to fall entirely 
under the ascendancy of the pullulating cosmos of city-states, and per¬ 
haps eventually to Im absorlUd into it. An observer acquainted with 
Hellenic history would recall that this had been the pattern which it had 
followed; and this might have confirmed his expectation that the pattern 
of Western history was going to be the same. It would have seemed 
natural that a later civilization should follow the same course as an older 
one to which it was affiliated. Yet before the fourteenth century was over 
the city-states of the medieval Western World had already missed what 
had seemed, so short a time before, to be their manifest destiny. The 
War of Chioggia between Venice and Genoa {gerebatur a.d. 1378-81) 
may be taken as the counterpart, in their history, of the Great Atheno- 
Peloponnesian War of 431-404 B.C., which marked the breakdown of 
the Hellenic CivUization.^ Before the close of the fifteenth century it 
would have been evident to any observer that the key political institution 
of the Western World was going to be, not city-states, but nation-states 
conjured out of the old-fashioned feudal kingdoms by an infusion of 
city-state efficiency and vitality. The lapse of two more centuries had 
shown that the picture of the West’s future which had seemed so con¬ 
vincing at the beginning of the fourteenth century had been an illusion 
—though a natural and perhaps an inevitable one at that earlier date. 

If we think in terms of bre^down and disintegration, we can sec, in 
Western history up to date, several alternative historical patterns, each 
with its own chronology, any one of which, looked at from some 
particular point in Western history, might be deemed to mark the 
breakdown and disintegration of the Western Civilization. 

If the medieval Western city-state cosmos could properly be identi¬ 
fied—as a fourteenth-century Fleming or Norffiem Italian might have 

< See iii. 348. 
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identified it—with the Western World as a whole, then the date of the 
Western Civilization’s breakdown would have to be placed in the last 
quarter of the fourteenth century,* and the ct^onology of Western history 
would correspond almost precisely to the chronology of Hellenic history, 
with a time-interval of about eighteen hundred years between the two. 
The growth-stage of both civiliaations would have lasted for about seven 
hundred years (circa 1125-425 B.c. in Hellenic history and area a.d. 675- 
1375 in Western). The respective breakdowns would have occurred in 
the closing decades of the fifth century b.c. and in the closing decades of 
the fourteenth century of the Christian Era. The ensuing ‘time of 
troubles' would have lasted, in either case, for about four hundred years 
(431 B.C.-31 B.c. and A.D. 1379-1797). And in either case it would have 
bwn ended by the establishment of a universal state. Augustus’s achieve¬ 
ment would have had its Western counterpart in Napoleon’s; for the 
Napoleonic Empire, like the Augustan, brought peace to a broken-down 
city-state cosmos by imposing political unity on it.* Yet, together with 
these striking points of both structural and chronological similarity 
between the histories of the Hellenic World and the memeval city-state 
cosmo^ there are no less striking points of difference; and the non- 
Hellenic features in this episode of Western history make it clear that the 
breakdown of the Western city-state cosmos was not, after all, tanta¬ 
mount to a breakdown of the Western World as a whole, and that con¬ 
sequently its dissolution was not the end of Western history. 

The medieval Western city-states did have one other important ex¬ 
perience in common with the Pre-Alexandrine Hellenic city-states and 
also with the Pre-Confudan states in China. They came to be surrounded 
by a ring of outer states that were on a lower cultural level but of a 
higher military calibre; and the parvenu giant powers in this outer ring 
competed for the hegemony over Italy and Flanders, as the giant powers 
of the Post-AJexandrine Hellenic World competed for the hegemony 
over the Aegean and over Sicily.* Charles V and Francis I and Henry 
VIII are recognizable counterparts of Alexander’s diadochi. But here 
the two histories take decisively different turns. In the course of 
Hellenic hbtory, one of the new great powers of the outer ring, Rome, 
succeeded in overthrowing or dominating all its rivals within 263 years 
of the beginning of the Hellenic ‘time of troubles’, if its beginning is to 
be dated in the year 431 B.c.; and Rome’s thenceforth unc^Iengeable 
power was at Augustus’s command when, 137 years after the overthrow 
of Macedon at ^dna, his victory at Actium gave him a free hand to 
make a political unity of the whole Hellenic World west of Euphrates. 
Napoleon had at his disposal the power of France; but France had not 
previously succeeded in making herself the sole surviving power in the 
Western World; and therefore Napoleon’s empire, unlike Au^stus’s, 
was not unchallengeable and did not endure.^ The Napoleonic Empire’s 
historical mission—^whtch it accomplished in spite of the shortness of its 
duration—was a quite different one from the Augustan Empire’s. It was 


1 See tii. 348-50. 

> See the esety on 'The Napoleonic Empire aa a Universal State* in v. 6x9-42. 

» See iii. 299-306. ♦ See v. 627-33. 
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to reabsorb xXit debris of the medieval Western city-state cosmos into 
the modem Western World* which had been called into existence by a 
spiritual and intellectual revolution towards the close of the seventeenth 
century. This final liquidation of the abortive Western city-state cosmos 
was not a liquidation of the Western Civilization; it was a reinforcement 
of it. 

These considerations indicate that the rise and fall of the medieval 
Western city-state cosmos has, in truth, been a subordinate episode in 
Western history, and that its breakdown and disintegration therefore do 
not spell the breakdown and disintegration of the Western Socie^ as a 
whole.* Yet this conclusion leaves open the possibility that this society 
as a whole may likewise already have broken down in its turn. One can 
think of several events in the main course of Western history, each of 
which might conceivably signify the Western Civilization’s breakdown. 
One such event is the Reformatioiu This broke the ecclesiastical unity 
that the West had previously enjoyed under the presidency of the 
Papacy. The Western Christian et^esiastical commonwealth had been 
the master-institution of Western Christendom up to that date. Its 
destruction through the Reformation might therefore reasonably be held 
to mark the Western Civilization’s breakdown. Alternatively, t^ might 
be marked by the outbreak, later on in the sixteenth century, of the 
Catholic-Protestant Wars of Religion, dvil as well as international; for 
in these wars the Reformation bore its harvest of violence and bitterness. 
Another alternative date for the breakdown of the Western Civilization 
would be the levde en masse in France in a.d. 1792, which inaugurated 
a Western age of total war.* Another would be the outbreak of the First 
World War in a.d. 1014, which armed total war with weapons forged, 
since Carnot’s day, by the Industrial Revolution. Another would be 

A. D. 1945, which saw the dropping of the first atomic bomb. 

Each of these alternative dates has serious claims to be regarded as 
marking the breakdown of the Western Civilization, yet none of these 
rival claims could be established convincingly by an observer taking his 
bearings in the year 1961. A recurrii^ past pattern of disintegration 
emerges from a comparison of the declines and ^Is of civilizations that 
have already declined and fallen. A synoptic view of these indicates that, 
in the past, the usual interval between the breakdown of a civilization 
and the establishment of its universal state has been approximately four 
hundred years. The past frequency of an interval of tl^ span is not pre¬ 
sumptive evidence that the same chronological pattern is reappearing, or 
is going to re-appear, in another civilization’s still unfinished history. 
But, with this caveat, it is perhaps legitimate to apply this measure— 

« See T. 633-41. 

> In previous vi^umes I beve been cereful to diitioguisb between the hUtoiy of the 
metUeval Weitem city*stite coemoe end the history of ^ Western CiviUzstion as s 
whole. The patterns end chronolofies of the two histories ere not the seme. dis- 
tixrction thet I heve drewn seems to heve been overioolced by K. W. Th«mp«on and by 

B. Prskesh. Thompson supposes that the 'time of troubles’ that I heve deted 1378-1797 

in vi. jad is there presentM by me es beina the Western Civilizedoa’s {Toynbtt om 
Hittory, p. 316). Prekesh elso tekea me to be herring here to the Western Civilizetioo, 
though only to its western half (TTis Modsm iZetitne, November 1953, p. 403). Actually, 
I heve attributed a ‘time of troubles’, with tfaese dates, to the Western city-state cosmos 
only- * See iv. 151-3. 
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which is the only one that we have—to see how it works out in the 
West’s case. If we apply it to our alternative dates, before our own day, 
for the possible breakdown of the Western Civilization, the equation of 
the Reformation with the breakdown would require the establishment 
of a Western universal state to be a fait accompli already by now. It 
should, in fact, have been established by Germany as a result of the two 
world wars. But in both world wars Germany suffered defeat, and in the 
second her defeat was more shattering than it had been in the first. In 
any case the Western World was certainly not in a universal state in 
1961. This was one thing that could be said with assurance about the 
pattern of Western history up to that date. There had been no Western 
universal state so far. If we were to take the outbreak of the Wars of 
Religion, instead of the Reformation, as marking the breakdown, and 
were to measure our 40o-year8-long ‘time of troubles' from that date, 
the establishment of a Western universal state would have to be ex¬ 
pected in the late nineteen-sixties or the early nineteen-seventies; but 
this would already be too late for that to be a practical possibility, con¬ 
sidering that the atomic weapon was invented in 1945, and that this 
invention has made the forcible unification of the Western Society or 
any other society impossible because an attempted unification by means 
of atomic warfare would annihilate the society itself. 

The conclusion seems to be a negative one. We have considered five 
alternative epochs for the establishment of a Western universal state: the 
Napoleonic Age, the phcriod covered by the two world wars, a date just 
before or after 1970, and two more distant future dates: circa 2192 (i.e. 
1792-1-400 years) and circa 2314 (i.e. 19144-400 years). The first two of 
these five speculative predictions have already been discredited by the 
non-occurrence of the expected event at the predicted date; the last 
three seem to have been put out of court through having been anticipated 
by the invention of the atomic weapon. 

Up to date the Western World has twice eluded, in its Modem Age, 
the threat of being forcibly united in a universal state; and on each of 
these two occasions its escape has been due to the same cause. Each time 
the Western World had expanded, before the attempt was made, to 
dimensions that made the attempt a forlorn hope. If, in Napoleon’s time, 
the Western World had still been confined to Western Europe, Napo¬ 
leonic France might have succeeded in forcibly uniting the West by 
overthrowing the other contemporary West European powers of 
France’s own calibre; the Danubian Hapsburg Monarchy, Great Britain, 
Prussia. The reason why Napoleon’s undert^ing proved to be beyond 
even Napoleonic France’s strength was that, by Napoleon’s time, 
France’s competition with rival powers had been going on for about 
three hundred years, and, in the meantime, the Western World had 
enlarged its borders. On the east, a non-Western power, Russia, had 
stepped into the Western military and political arena and had thrown a 
new weight into the balance of power; on the west, Britain had vastly 
increased her strength by gaining naval command of the oceans and con¬ 
sequently commanding the resources of the huge overseas territories 
that had been added progressively to the Western World since the 
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closing decades of the fifteenth century. This new overseas extension of 
the Western World had been developing economically with its 

growth; and in the Napoleonic Ag^ Britain held the key to it. Napoleon 
might ^ve succeeded if he had had to deal solely with the Hapsburg 
Monarchy, Prussia, and a Britain whose resources were no more than 
those of the British Isles. He was foiled by having also to meet the com¬ 
bination of Russia, with her continental hinterland, and Britain with her 
overseas hinterland. Germany’s failure in the two world wars was due to 
the same cause as France’s failure in the Napoleonic wars. In the course 
of the hundred years that had elapsed between 1815 and 1914 the open¬ 
ing up and development of North America north of the Rio Grande had 
raised the war potential of the overseas part of the Western World to a 
level at which no European power, or combination of European powers, 
was any longer a match for it. 

By the end of the Second World War the expansion of the Western 
World had gone to extremes on the technological planes of communica¬ 
tions and war^e. On these planes the Western system had become, by 
then, coextensive with the whole habitable and traversable surface of the 
planet. By the same date a new weapon had been invented that, for the 
first time in Western history, made it possible for a Western power to 
unite by force even a Western World that had now become coextensive 
with the World itself. Since, however, this new weapon was the anni¬ 
hilating atomic one, the condition for its possible use for the old- 
fashioned purpose of eliminating all competing powers but one was that 
the user should not merely possess the new weapon but should have a 
monopoly of it. This condition was fulfilled during the years 1^5-9. 
During those years the atomic weapon was possessed by the United 
States, and by it alone. If either Germany or Japan had emerged from 
the Second World War victorious, with the atomic weapon in her hands 
and with a monopoly of it, we may guess that she would have taken 
advantage of this unique military opportunity and would have estab¬ 
lished, by the traditional military method, a universal state that, this 
time, would have been literally world-wide. The people and administra¬ 
tion of the United States did not do this and were not tempted to do it. 
They would have been horrified if the project had been suggested to 
them by some American Themistocles. The possibility passed away when 
the Soviet Union, in its turn, acquired the atomic weapon in 1949. 
Since then, this weapon has ceased to be a practicable means of imposing 
political unity on mankind; it has become, instead, a threat to the sur¬ 
vival of dvilmdon, of the hiunan race, and of life itself. 

Thus the apparent elimination of the possibility of imposing unity by 
force has made it a matter of life and death for mankind to achieve unity 
by agreement. The year 1949 opened a new era in human history. Before 
that date the survival of the human race had been assured ever since the 
time, part way through the Palaeolithic Age, when mankind had won 
a decisive and imchallengeable ascendancy over all other forms of life on 
this planet as well as over inanimate nature. Between that time and the 
year 1949 Man’s crimes and follies could and did wreck civilizations and 
bring unnecessary and undeserved sufferings upon countless numbers of 
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men, women, and children. But the worst that Man could do with his 
pre-atomic technology was not enough to enable him to destroy his own 
race. Genocide, at least, was beyond his power until the atomic weapon 
had been invented and had been acquired by more states than one in a 
society that was still partitioned politically among a number of local 
states and in an age in which states were still in the habit of going to war 
with each other. 

The unprecedented situation arising from the acquisition of the atomic 
weapon by the Soviet Union as well as by the United States does seem to 
have made an impression on the minds and imaginations of governments 
as well as peoples. Between 1949 and 1961 a number of international 
incidents and crises that, in the past, would have been likely to lead to 
war were surmounted without a breach of the peace; and the local wars 
that did flare up in Korea and Vietnam were brought to an end by 
negotiated settlements on terms that were distasteful to both parties. 
This indicates that, under the threat of atomic warfare, both the govern¬ 
ments and the peoples had become more prudent in their conduct of 
their relations with their adversaries, and had schooled themselves to 
exercise an unaccustomed self-restraint. This, in turn, made the con¬ 
tinuance of 'co-existence’ seem more probable; and mere coexistence, 
accepted sullenly on both sides as being the less bad of two bad alter¬ 
natives, was a boon that was not to be despised. It promised to give 
mankind at least a temporary reprieve; and, in a bad situation, the mere 
passage of time may bring relief, since human affairs are always on the 
move and can never be frozen into flxity. 

Time could bring relief by altering the balance of power and by shift¬ 
ing people’s attention and emotions into new channels. A continuing 
increase in China’s power, for instance, might one day make the Soviet 
Union and the United States huddle together for mutual protection. (In 
the recent past they had been drawn together by the menace, to both of 
them, of the lesser power of Japan.) A continuing rise in West Germany’s 
power might make Czechoslovakia and Poland come to feel that Russia’s 
hegemony was not too high a premium to pay for insurance against the 
risk of a German revanc^. West German/s recovery might also make 
Russia’s existence seem a welcome political and military asset to West 
European countries that, within living memory, had been victims of 
German aggression in two w'orld wars. In fact, it seemed probable that, 
under a continuing regime of coexistence, old feuds would gradually 
have their edge t^en off them by new anxieties, new quarrels, and 
new enthusiasms. There were encouraging precedents in the history of 
the coexistence of Protestantism with Catholicism and of Islam with 
Christianity since the dates at which the Catholic-Protestant and the 
Christian-Muslim Wars of Religion had petered out. These wars had 
come to an end because it had become evident to both belligerent 
parties simultaneously that it was beyond the power of either of them to 
wipe its adversary off the map. After this recognition, on both sides, of 
the inevitability of coexistence, the old quarrel between them had 
gradually become less acrimonious and less absorbing. 

These considerations indicated that even a sullen acquiescence, on 



Sa6 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
both sides, in a state of coexistence between the two power-blocs com¬ 
manded respectively by the United States and by the Soviet Union was 
all to the good; but this was not a state of human affairs about which 
mankind could afford to feel complacent It could not be anything more 
than a temporary reprieve, and a precarious one at that. Even though no 
govenunent or people might wish or intend to start an atomic war, one 
might be started by aeddent (for instance, by a misunderstanding of 
orders, or by a sheer loss of nerve, on the part of some junior officer). 
The power to discharge an atomic weapon might also come within the 
reach of irresponsible criminals or lunatics as the manufacture of atomic 
weapons became easier and cheaper and as one state after another suc¬ 
ceeded in equipping itself with at least a few of them. Prompt positive 
action, by international agreement, was therefore imperative. 

The first step required was the renunciation of all further tests of new 
atomic weapons by all states without exception; and a necessary cor¬ 
ollary of this was the establishment of an effective system of international 
control, including inspection, to make sure that all parties were carrying 
out the self-denying ordinance in good faith. The next step would be an 
agreement that atomic weapons should not be possessed by any states 
except the United States and the Soviet Union—^with effective arrange¬ 
ments for ensuring that this agreement, too, was carried out. The next 
step would be that the Soviet Union and the United States themselves 
should join the no-atomic-weapons club. Some such series of inter¬ 
national arrangements might perhaps exorcise the danger of atomic 
warfare. But there would sml remain the problem of regulating the bene¬ 
ficent use of atomic power for human welfare. Whatever might or might 
not happen in the military field, it seemed certain that there would be a 
rapid increase in the use of atomic power for constructive peaceful pur¬ 
poses. This probability was, of course, to be welcomed. It opened up the 
prospect that, for the first time, the amenities of civilization might now be 
brought within the reach of the whole human race, instead of continuing 
to be monopolized, as they had been so far, by a small minority of privi- 
l^d people in the population of a small minority of privileged countries. 
This boon, however, would have its price. The products of the fission of 
atoms were not only potent for good or evil; they were also poisonous, 
for whatever purpose they might be used. Ela^rate and costly pre¬ 
cautionary measures were needed to preserve the habitat of life on this 
planet from being contaminated by the poison that the tapping of 
atomic energy released. Carelessness or c^ousness about taking the 
necessary precautions in any one country or province would be a menace 
to public health all over the World. And this potential menace called for 
the establishment of a single international authority, with a world-wide 
jurisdiction, to regulate the peaceful uses of atomic power.’ 

It remained to be seen whether arrangements on the lines sketched 
above would be made by international agreement, and, if they were 
achieved, how long the negotiation of them would t^e. But it was clear 
that, if and when some such arrangements were brought into operation, 
the operating authority, or network of authorities, would, in effect, be 

* See p. 309. 



HISTORY AND PROSPECTS OF THE WEST 527 
a world government empowered to deal with mankind’s most pressing 
common problem. Unlil^ the governments of the universal states of the 
past, this world government would, ex hypothesis have been set up by 
agreement, instead of being imposed by force. But it would be a world 
government all the same. If it were agreed that, in the Atomic Age, at 
least this minimum of world government by mutual consent was the only 
practical alternative to eventual genocide,‘ this conclusion would raise a 
searching question. In the second half of the twentieth century of the 
Christian Era, did mankind possess the resources for creating the revo 
lutionary new institution that had suddenly become necessary if man¬ 
kind was to save itself from the fatal possibilities inherent in the sudden 
portentous increase in its command over physical nature? 

The resources required were of two kind&—intellectual and moral— 
and the necessary intellectual resources were manifestly at mankind’s 
disposal in this age in sufficient measure. Human intellectual prowess 
had tuned up the social technique of organizing co-operative human 
enterprises, and the subsidiary physical technique of providing the 
necessary material means of communication, to a pitch at which world 
government had become a practical administrative possibility. Moral 
resources were the limiting factor, and these were therefore the crux. 
Without the modicum of good will in individual souls that would be 
required for creating the necessary degree of concord between them, co¬ 
operation even on the smallest s<»le would be impracticable and thus 
the adequacy or inadequacy of mankind's moral resources would decide 
whether the vast new material power that had now fallen into human 
hands was going to be used for good or for evil. 

This question had to be asked, in general, about mankind’s common 
human nature; but, in nventieth-century circumstances, it had also to be 
asked in particular about the habits and outlook induced in human 
nature by the Western Civilization. It was true that this was only one 
out of a number of civilizations that had been created by human things 
within the past 5,000 years. On the spiritual plane the Western Civiliza¬ 
tion had not been embraced, so far, by more than a minority of the 
human race. And, since the Communist Revolution in Russia in 1917, 
the West had been rapidly losing the technological, military, political, 
and economic ascendancy over most of the rest of the World which it 
had enjoyed, before that, since the failure of the 'Osmanlis' second siege 
of Vienna in 1683. By the year 1961 the West’s former ascendancy 
^vas manifestly passing away. Yet during the preceding quarter of a 

> This thesis wts not, of course, generally accepted, though, as I see it, its truth was 
demonstrated by the considerations set out above. Hans Kohn, for example, holds that 
I overstreas the need for a political unification of the World (^oynbet and History, p. ax). 
In Kohn's view *a world-state is neither necessary nor desirable* (,Dor Monas, August, 
i 955 > P< i>T * ’world-state’, Kohn means one of the traditional typ;^. established 

by conquest and maintained by force, I hold that, in the Atomic Age, this U, not only 
unnecessary and undesirable, but iiopracttcabie. the other hand, if Kohn includes, in 
his usage of the term, a world authority, set up by international agreement, for the 
control of the use of atomic power, I hold that a world-state in this sense is, for the 
reasons that I have suggested, the only alteniattve to mats suicide in the long run. 

* I agree with R. Coulbom that the criterion of progress in history is harmony, and 
that ‘a working measure of agreement upon the objects of life must continue between 
all men in a ci'nltaed society if that society is to continue to grow* {Pkylon, 1940, offprint, 
pp. 50 and 56). 
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millennium this temporary ascendancy of the West had set a stamp on 
the rest of the World which seemed likely to last long after the West’s 
ascendancy had disappeared. 

During its brief period of ascendancy the West had unified the World 
on the technologi<^ plane, and the process of unification could not re*- 
main confined to this plane, since technology included military tech* 
nology, and military technology bad now prc^uced the atomic weapon. 
Technology seems to be diffic^t to invent but relatively easy to acquire 
from its inventors by mimesis. An ascendancy based on superiority in 
technology is therefore a wasting asset. The reason why the West's 
ascendancy was ebbing away was that the non-Westem peoples, begin¬ 
ning with the Russians but not ending with them, had b^en learning to 
riv 3 the West in the mastery and use of weapons and other tools of 
Western origin. But Western technology was not the only clement in 
the Western Civilization that non-Western peoples had been appropri¬ 
ating. Most of them had realized that they could not master Western 
technology without also mastering Western science.^ But the Wcstern- 
izers had not limited their borro^vings from the West to Western science 
and its practical applications. Some of them had also become converts to 
Western ideologies. The Communist ideology that had been adopted by 
the Russians and the Chinese, as well as the parliamentary ideology that 
had been adopted by the Indians, had been made in Britain. (The work¬ 
shop in whi^ Karl Marx had manufactured Communism had been 
the British Museum.) Parliamentarism and Communism are political 
systems, but they are also something more than that. Just as Western 
technology involves Western science, so Western political systems imply 
Western moral ideals—conflicting ideals reflected in conflicting systems. 
Ideologies and ideals cannot be understood or appraised without taking 
some account of their history. The spiritual history of the West had 
therefore to be taken into consideration in any twentieth-century estimate 
of the prospects of the World as a whole. 

By the middle decades of the twentieth century the Western Society 
had passed through a number of revolutions on a number of different 
planes since it had emerged out of the social and cultural interregnum 
that had followed the preceding Hellenic Civilization’s dissolution. 
Among all these successive Western revolutions the spiritual revolution 
during the closing decades of the seventeenth century had been perhaps 
the most decisive and the most significant up to date.* At any rate, this 
was certainly the revolution that, in the twentieth century, was exerting 
the greatest continuing influence, not only on the West itself, but on the 

' F. Boriccnau maintiini that Wmem technology u the parent of Weatem science 
and the child of a Western passion for freedom {Mtrkur, July, 1949, pp. 6a6 and ^a). 

* I agree with H. Kohn (tt Mtnal, August, X 9 ^S 5 > P* 4 ^) Modem World 

ongiiuted, not in fifteenth>centurv PortugsT and Spain, but in seventeenth-century 
Holiaod and Englarvd (and, I would add, aeventeenm-century France aa well). Kohn 
(ibid., p. 467, and tn Toy)tbt$ and Hittorv, pp. 356-7 and 159) goes so far aa to describe 
this seventeenth-century spiritual revolution u being tne rise of a new civilisation 
bearing the same relation to the preceding Western Christian Civilisation that thia had 
borne to the Hellenic. I should be inclinea to aav rather that it opmed a new chapter in 
Western history, and that it prepared the way for the eventual ziae of an oecumenical 
dvilisatioo. Kohn himself ssj^ something like this in The Nation, tyth February, 1940, 
p. SS 7 . 
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rest of the World as well. The scvcntecnth-ccritury revolution given 
the Western Civilization a new form, and, above all, a new spirit, which, 
for the first time in history, had made the heirs of non-Western civih^- 
tions willing to embrace the Western Civilization in exchange for their 
ancestral heriuges. The seventeenth-century Western revolution had 
thus opened the way for a cultural development of world-wide iinpw- 
tance: the Westernization of the World. 'Hus, in turn, had opened the 
way for the transformation of the post-seventeenth-century Wes^n 
Civilization into a common civilization for the whole human race. This 
coming oecumenical civilization would necetearily start its weer wthin 
a Western framework and on a Western basis, by reason of its Western 
origin; and it seemed likely that this initial Western contribution to it 
would continue to be important for a long time to come. It also seemed 
likely, however, that, as time went on, the contributions made by the 
other pre-oecumenical civilizations would come to be increasmgly im¬ 
portant.’ It might be hoped that eventually the ex-Western oet^memcal 
civilization would appropriate and assimilate and harmonize ^1 that was 
best in all the heritages of all the civilizations that had preceded it. 

The seventeenth-century Western revolution that pronused to pro¬ 
duce such a far-reaching positive result had begun as a negative move¬ 
ment. It had started as a moral reaction again« the wickedness, 
destructiveness, and senselessness of the Catholic-Protcstant Wars of 
Religion, and against the barrenness and incondusiveness of the ac¬ 
companying theological controversies that had been fanmng political 
rivalries into miliury flames. The fathers of the seventeenth-century 
revolution were not anti-religious, as some of their eighteenth-century 
successors were. So f^ from that, one of their objecu^s was to save 
religion from being wholly discredited and abandoned. They sought to 
save it by putting an end to the abuse of it for non-rcligious purposes. 
They therefore stood for religious toleration, and, as one means tow^ds 
this end, they set themselves to divert people’s intcrwi from pernicious 
theological controversy to harmless scientific research and to the useful 
application of scientific discoveries for the pracucal purpose of im- 

'’X"gaiiS:''my*Lpha8i8 on the original negativenew of the seven- 
teenth-century Western revolution, Hans Kohn emphasizes the 
ness of the vi^cs that it developed.* On this point I agree with Kohn. 
I ought to have done more justice to this revolutions positiw side. In 
the light of Kohn’s critique I will try to make amends now Tolemuon 
spelled freedom of conscience, and the new respect for this a 

rrapect for the rights and dignity of human bein^. wiA it 

a ne^ standard of social responsibility, social justice, and humane feelii^. 
Noble monuments of this new ideal of humm fratc/^'y 
abolition of the slave-trade and of slavery itself and the legislation for the 

I ‘The disseminttion of modem Weetem civiliMrion o';” 

future oecumenicel .ociety {fhMp^amtcs lOSS. p. 467. 

J See H. Kohn in Toynbtt md History, p. 353 ; »« 5 . P- 4 « 7 - 
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protection of the poor and weak that has eventually been consolidated in 
* the welfare state’. This has had the beneficent positive eifcct of spreadii^ 
the amenities of civilization more widely, and that has been made prac¬ 
tically possible by the increase in we^th resulting from progress in 
technology. But Kohn is maintaining that there is something more in the 
modem Western Civilization than just its technological prowess.* The 
West’s technological triumphs have been ‘a by-product of the Western 
freedom of inquiry and the Western sense of personal initiative. They 
are unthinkable without respect for individual liberty and tolerance of 
diversity.’* Non-Westerners have not always been alive to the spiritual 
causes of the West’s technological success.* 

Moreover, this success has lud an intellectual as well as a moral cause. 
Intellectually, the progress of Western technology has been due to the 
application of science to it. And the modem Western cultivation of 
science, which had surted negatively as a diversion from the cult of 
theology, bred a heightened seitse of curiosity and a new spirit of critical 
inquiry. Neither the Renaissance nor the Reformation had liberated 
Western minds from their medieval subservience to external authority. 
The Renaissance had abronted the intellectual authority of the 
Christian religion in favour of that of the Greek and Latin classics. The 
Reformation had substituted the intellectual authority of the text of the 
Bible and the ecclesiastical authority of the local secular governments 
{cuius regio, eius reixgio) for the authority of the Catholic Church. 
Perhaps the most fundamental and radical feature of the seventeenth- 
century Western revolution was that now, for the first time, Western 
minds dared consciously and deliberately to think for themselves. In the 
Battle of the Ancients and Modems, Westerners made a declaration of 
their independence their Hellenic cultural heritage; and this time 
they did not exchange one mental servitude for another, as their fore¬ 
fathers had done in Renaissance. Truly 'there is in modem Western 
Civilization a vital spiritual force which, in the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries, has helped to revitalise other civilizations and to enhance their 
self-awareness’.* 

It may also be true that I 'underestimate the newness, the greatness, 
and the originality of the modem West’,* and this because I lack 'sym¬ 
pathy with the secular ideals which our modem world inherited from 

< Kohn in Tfu Inunt of Toynbee't Hittory: A Coop«rativ« AfpraiuU, and in Dio 
DmtUtht 83. JuirstDa, Heft 3 (March, 1956), p. 363. On the other hand, 

Pope Piua X, in hia address to the Tenth International Congress of Historical Sciences, 
held in Rome in the tutumn of i 95 Si remarked Uiat what the Western countries are 
giyiM to the whole World today is 'modem science and technolt^’ (jDheoun do S. S. 
Fio X mi Xhno Cortgrit Iniomational dot Sciontot Historiquos (Cite du Vatican, >955), 

p. 3 l). 

* Kohn in Tho Intent e/ Toynbeo’s History: A Cooporativo Appraisal. 

* Kohn in DU Deutseho Rtmdsehau, loe. cit., pp. 363-3. 

* Kohn in T^mbeo and History, p. 353. Cp. Der Monat, August, 1955. p. 467. This 

g aint of Kohn's has alto been made by Chr. Dawson. The permanent inheritance of 
urope, like that of Hellenism, is a apmtual and intellectual one. It has changed the 
World because it has changed men's minds’ (Tho Dynamia of World History, p. 413). 
Dawson, too, alto points out (ibid., p. 411) that the work of modem Western Orientate 
and archaeologists baa given the noo-Westem peoples a new understanding of their own 
past. 

* Kohn in Der Monat, loc. cit., p. Cp. eundem in Toynbee and Hittory, pp. 353 
and 3 S 7 , end Geyl, ibid., pp. 363 and 368. 
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the enlighteiunent of the eighteenth and the liberalism of the nineteenth 
centuries’.’ It may also be true that I am Hogging a dead horse in putting 
the West in its place, as Kohn finds that I am constantly doing.* The 
West, Kohn holds,* has already been cured of its hybris. CcrtaiiUy I am 
perpetually on guard against the danger of m^elf succumbing to the 
insidious vice of ‘nosism*. This, no doubt, inclines me to ‘lean over 
backwards’. I am drawn farther in this direction by the effects of a 
fifteenth-century Italian education in the Greek and Latin classics, since 
this puts my heart, though not my head, on the side of ‘the Ancients’ in 
the Battle of the Books. There may therefore be some justification for 
Kohn’s and Geyi’s charge that I depreciate the West unduly. I shall be 
well advised to take their criticism to heart. At the same time I venture 
to suggest to them that, in their attitude to the West, they, too, perhaps, 
lean too far—their inclination being in the opposite direction to mine. 

Kohn and Gcyl seem to me to Hinch from facing the truth that, in the 
course of the quarter of a millennium that has now passed since the 
seventeenth-century Western revolution, the modem Western Civiliza¬ 
tion has displayed not only a bright side but a dark one, and that in our 
time this dark side has been darker than the darkest stain on the pages of 
Western history in the Middle Ages or even in the Age of the Wars of 
Religion. Modern Western technology has now acquired the power to 
wipe out the human race, simultaneously with the power to bring the 
amenities of civilization to the whole of it. The advance in humane feel¬ 
ing has been offset by the degeneration of war into an indiscriminate 
assault on civilians, after it had been reduced in the eighteenth century 
to a conHict confined to professional combatants and conducted accord¬ 
ing to agreed rules.* The advance in the recognition of the rights and 
dignity of human beings has been offset by the imposition of the worst 
tyrannies that the Western Society has ever yet produced.* In fact, the 
hhtory of the Western Civilization during the last quarter of a millen¬ 
nium bears out Shinn’s suggestion that 'perhaps . . . the main effect of 
progress in histotw is to heighten the possibilities both for achievement 
and for disaster’.* 

Geyl maintains^ that the German National Socialist movement ought 
not to be debited to the West’s account. Kohn likewise maintains* mat 
Fascism and Communism are not products of the modern Western 

* F, H. Underhill in Tht Conadiati Hiitorieal Rtvino, toI. zxrii, No. 3 (September. 

1951)1 PP> 201-19. UoderfaiU holdi that this lack of sympathy disqualifies me ‘from 
making an adequate analysis of the strength and weakness of our civilisatioo’. It is never 
too late to tty to qualify. ‘ Toynb€€ and History, p. 353. 

* In Dor Mortal, August, XOSS. p. 466. * See ir. t 4 i- 5 S> 

* E. Gargan finds that, on true point, I myself have been guilQr of the wilful blindness 
of which I nave just been accusing Geyl and Kohn. He quotes a pass^e in a volume of 
mine published m 1918— 71 W Conduct ^ Britisk Bmpiro Foreign Relatioru tinee the Peace 
Settlement, p. 36, footnote i—in which I forecast that the inter-war phenomenon of 
dictatorship ‘was likely, according to all historical precedents, to be ephemeral'. Gargan 
adtU that ’^Toynbee's unwillingness to recognise the pbenomenon of modem totali¬ 
tarianism as a unique development, without historical precedent, has continued through 
the completion of the ten volumes ot A Study of History’ {Books on Trial, March, 1955, 
p. 366). 

^ R. L. Shinn: Christsastity and the Problem of History, p. 255. 

1 In Toynbee and History, p. 370. 

« In Der Monat, August, 1955, P* 4 * 7 i ‘"d Intent of Toynbee's History: A 

Cooperatix/e Appraisal. 
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Civilization; they arc rejections of it—^ return to the Middle Ages. This 
is surely j\ist a refusal to face painful but undeniable facts. If these 
ideologies that are so abhorrent to modem Western liberals such as 
Kohn, Geyl, and me are not products of the modem Western Civiliza¬ 
tion, as our liberalism is, where have they come from? They have not 
come from Russia or India or China or the Islamic World or a no longer 
darkest Africa. Hitler was a Sudetenlander; Mussolini was a Romagnol; 
Marx and Engels were Rhinelanders who settled in England and did 
their life-work there. The Russians and Chinese would never have in¬ 
vented Communism for themselves. The reason why they are living 
under Communist regimes today is because Communism was invented 
in the West and was lying there, ready-made, for non-Westerners to 
take over. Moreover, the modem ideologies bear the unmistakable stamp 
of the modem West in some of their most characteristic and most re¬ 
pulsive features; for instance, their cold-bloodedness and their high- 
powered organization. They do, however, combine cold-bloodedness 
with fanaticism, in Robespierre’s vein. And the second element in this 
incoi^ruous combination can perhaps properly be described as a return 
to the spirit of the age of Western history that preceded the seventeenth- 
century Western revolution. 

If Kohn is right on this point, it follows that the modem phase of the 
Western Civilization must suffer from some inadequacy or deficiency or 
weakness that has eventually provoked a reaction towards even the vices 
of a previous phase which ^e modem phase had temporarily repressed 
and superseded. And this would mean that a revival of the seventeenth- 
century and eighteenth-century 'Enlightenment', in which Sumberg 
sees the West’s hope of salvation,^ will not be enough. There is, indeed, 
one vital point in which the modem phase of the Western Ci^ization 
has remained negative ever since its beginning at the close of the seven¬ 
teenth century, and that is its attitude toward religion. The liberalism 
and humanitarianism that have been the positive fmits of the seven¬ 
teenth-century Western spiritual revolution have derived their spiritual 
impetus from Christian moral values.* But, 

‘now that liberalism is in eclipse end no longer possesses the power to 
unite the World, the cosmopolitan culture of the Modem World is like a 
body without a soul. . . . What has expanded has been: first, Western 
political and economic power; secondly, Western technology and science; 
and, thirdly, Western politick institutions and social ideals. Christianity 
has also expanded, but in a far lesser degree.’* 

It is true that, even in the religious field, the achievement of the 
modern phase of the Western Civilization has been respectable. It can 
tmly be said that Westerners have never before come so near to acting 

< T. A. Sumberg in Social Rttcarch, voL 24, No. 3 (September, 1947), pp. 267-S4, 
ad fin. 

* Tlw point ia made by Chr. Damon in The Dynamics of World History, p. 410. 

> tbidL, p. 408. Cp. T. A. Sumberg, loc. cit, I, too, hare noted this in 7 n« World arid 
the West, as B. Pruash points out {The Modem Review, Novembtf, f053, p. 403). 
Prakaah abo suggests (ibid.) tbat Chiiatiani^, at any rate in its Protestant Western form, 
has become too doseljr assodsted with capitalism to be able to adapt itself to any other 
economic regime. Inn seems a hasardous guess, considering how many successive 
economic regimes Christianity in the Weat has alr^y outlived. 
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up to Christian standards of moral conduct as they have in this modern 
age in which the ofEcial tenets of Christianity have been progressively 
losing their hold on the intellectual allegiance of an ever-growing 
minority of educated Western men and womcn.‘ All the same, a quarter 
of a millennium of religious toleration has, after all, not availed to re¬ 
habilitate the West’s an<^tral religion from the moral discredit brought 
upon it by the Wars of Religion; and the corrosive effects of this moral 
discredit have been reinforced by the intellectual scepticism that the 
triumph of the scientific outlook has brought with it. The tenets of 
Christianity, and those of other living higher religions too, are incompat¬ 
ible, in their traditional form, with die scientific vision of the nature of 
the Universe. It seems improbable that, in this traditional form, they 
can ever recapture their former hold on hearts and minds; and, if this 
were possible, surely it would not be desirable.* 

The rising gale of scientific discovery has blown away the chaff of 
traditional religion, and in doing this it has done mankind a service; but 
it has blown so hard that it has blown away the grain with the husk; and 
this has been a disservice, since neither science nor the ideologies have 
grain of their own to offer as a substitute. Their horizons, unlike those 
of the higher religions, fall far short of the bounds (if there are bounds) 
of the Universe, and what lies hidden beyond these restricted horizons is 
the heart of this mysterious and formidable Universe—the very part of 
it that is of the greatest moment to human beings. Science’s horizon is 
limited by the bounds of Nature, the ideologies’ horizon by the bounds 
of human social life, but the human soul’s range cannot be confined 
within either of these limits. Man is a bread-eating (and rice-eating) 
social animal; but he is also something more. He is a person, endowed 
with a conscience and a will, as well as with a self-conscious intellect. 
This spiritual endowment of his condemns him to a life-long struggle to 
reconc^e himself with the Universe into which he has been born. His 
inborn instinct is to try to make the Universe revolve round himself; his 
spiritual task in life is to overcome his self-centredness in order to put 
himself in harmony with the absolute spiritual Reality that is the true 
centre of everything in the phenomenal world. This ’mght of the alone 
to the alone’* is the goal of Man’s endeavours. His yearning to reach this 
goal is the only motive strong enough to break through the barrier of self¬ 
centredness ^at stands in me way. Neither science nor the ideologies 
have anything to say about this spiritual crux.^ On the other hand, all the 

* I do not diiaffree with Chr. Dawson when he says that the social dynamitm implicit 
in Christianity began to assert itself in the West firom the time of Saint Fraocia of 
Assisi onwards {T%* Dynondet of World Hittory, p. 461). One might cany the initisl dste 
back to the time of Saint Benedict, and might say that Saint Francis did for the new 
urban way of Western life whst SsJnt Benedict hsd done for its older rural way. But 
it ia also true, I think, that the social implications of Christianiw hsd never before been 
BO widely recognized or so genuinely put into practice in the Wnt as they have been in 
the secuiar-nunded age that has followed the seventeenth-century Western spiritual 
revolution. 

> Kohn notices that I do not expect or desire a return to religion in its traditional form 
{Toytd>€* and History, p. 354). * Plotinxis: Enntados, IV. ix. xi. 

* For this reason, and not because I fight ahy of the logical results of my philosophy 
of history, I think it unlikely thst Communism will play in Western Uitoty the part that 
was played in Hellenic history by Christianity (see B. Prakash in Tho Modem Jtevieto, 
November, 1953, p. 402). 
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higher religions and philosophies are concerned with it. Their visions 
may be pa^y delusions; their counsels may be partly misguided; their 
very concern with the soul’s ultimate problem and task may be almost 
smothered under a heap of irrelevant accretions: ritual observances, 
social regulations, astronomical theories, and what not. Yet in spite of all 
their manifest weaknesses the higher religions are the only ways of life, 
known to Man so far, that do recognise what is the soul’s true problem 
and true quest, and do offer Man some guidance for reaching his 
spiritual goal. 

This means that, however grievously the trustees of the historic 
higher religions may have abused these religions’ mandate, the mandate 
its^ has not been forfeited. It cannot be foneited unless and until man¬ 
kind is presented with some new way or ways of life that offer to human 
souls more effective spiritual help than the historic higher religions can 
give them. Kohn is unwilling to concede that the Western Civiliaation is 
now in decline and that a return to religion is the remedy for this.* On 
this my comment would be that these two theses, both of which Kohn 
rejects, are not interdependent. The Western Civilization may or may 
not be in decline in our time; contemporary Westerners are not in a 
position to diagnose their own civilization’s prospects. But, whatever this 
particular dvUization’s present prospects may be, a recovery of the 
essence of religion, if this has been lost, is needed at all times and in all 
social situations. It is needed because human beings cannot live without 
it. In order to recover the essence we have to distinguish it and to dis¬ 
engage it from non-essential accretions. This is a task that we undertake 
at our peril. It is also a task that we dare not shirk on that account. To 
shirk it is the one course that is undoubtedly more dangerous than to 
attempt to carry it out This sifting is a task that can never be accom¬ 
plished once for all. Each successive generation has to repeat the attempt 
on its own account. In setting our hand to this perennid human task in 
our day, we can find some light in modem science; but this glimmer is 
faint, and may be misleading. Like our predecessors, we have to work in 
the twilight. We should be fortunate if our gropings were to lead tis to 
the Buddha’s approach to Nirvina or to Deutero-Isaiab’s vision of the 
One True God.* 

The struggle with self-centredness and the quest for harmony with 
God are issues between a human soul and God. These persoi^ en¬ 
counters between God and human beings are religion’s true concern; 
and it is a misuse of religion to try to turn it to accoimt for secular social 
purposes, even when these are innocent and expedient in themselves. All 
the same, mankind's collective history does have a bearing on the 
spiritual demands that are made on individual men and women. It is 
true that actions, right or wrong, are the acts of individuals and that, 
through all changes in social circumstances, right and wrong continue 
to be what they always are. But one social change that seems to have been 
continuing steadily in one tmehanging direction since the beginning of 

* H. Kohn in ToynbH and History, o, 351; Dor Mortal, AuMt, 1955, p. 465. 

s The points made in this partfraph have been considered at greater length in An 
Historian s Approach to Asfigim (London 1956, Oxford University Press), pp. 261-83. 


HISTORY AND PROSPECTS OF THE WEST 535 
human history is the cumulative increase in mankind’s collective power. 
This brings with it a cumulative increase in the magnitude of the conse¬ 
quences of doing either wrong or right; and, since doing wrong or right 
has consequences for other people besides the doer, this soctid change 
increases each individual’s personal load of moral responsibility.' The 
more portentous the consequences of his acts, the greater the demand 
upon him to act righteously. In an age in which mankind’s collective 
power has suddenly been increased, ror good or evil, a thousand-fold 
through the tapping of atomic energy, the standard of conduct demanded 
from ordinary human beings can be no lower than the standard attained 
in times past by rare saints. 

In the Atomic Age cold considerations of mere expediency call for an 
arduous rise in standards of behaviour. As we have noticed, the peoples 
and governments had become aware of this, and their awareness was 
reflected in an increase in the degree of prudence and self-restraint with 
which international relations had been conducted since the acquisition 
of the atomic weapon by more than one out of the post-war world’s 
legion of local states. It had been recognized that the price of self- 
preservation was a mutual acquiescence in co-existence, and the concern 
for self-preservation had proved strong enough to move mutually hostile 
peoples, armed with the atomic weapon, to pay this price grudgingly. 
Vet the calculations of expediency could do no more than postpone the 
evil day. The negative deterrent provided by mutual fear would have to 
be replaced by the positive bond of mutual love if the human race was to 
regain the certitude of survival that, before the fateful years 1945-9, it 
had been enjoying since some date in the Palaeolithic Age. A critic has 
reported me correctly as arguing ‘that only through a harmonisation of 
human wills, in a compact freely entered into in the light of divine 
necessity, can peace prevail among mcn’.^ This is, indeed, my belief, but 
of course it is not my discovery. It is a message handed down to our 
generation by a golden chain of sages and seers. There is a classical 
statement of it in Boethius’s Consolations of Philosophy the last testa¬ 
ment of one of the last custodians of the Hellenic tradition in what had 
once been the western part of the Roman Empire. 

Hanc rerum seriem Itgat 
terras et pelagus regens 
et caelo imperitans, Amor. 

Hie si frena remiserit, 
quidquid nunc amat invicem 
bellum continuo geret, 
et quam nunc soda 6de 
pulchris motibus incitant 
certent solvere machinam. 

Hie sancto populos quoque 
iunctos foodere continet, 
hie et contugii sacrum 

> On this, see E. GOrster: ‘Die Atombombe, Schrittnuichcrin der Weltdniguo>g'. in 

Di» Ntur J^tndteh^ 13 Heft (Winter, X949), X34-’S- 

> A. C. Bailey in Quttn't Quarttrfy, vol. but. No. i (Sprint’, 19 S 5 )> PP- loo-xo. 

X A. M. S. BMthius: PhUosophtM Comolatio, Book II, Ode s. 
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casds nectit amoribus, 
hie fidis edam sua 
dictat iura aodalibus. 

O felix hominum genus 
si vestros animos Amor, 
quo caelum regitur, regat.^ 


XVII. RUSSIA'S PLACE IN HISTORY 

A DISCUSSION in 1961 of the history and prospects of the West 
would have been left hanging in the air if it had not been followed 
up by a discussion of Russia’s place in history. Since the Communist 
revolution that had trodden on the heels of ^e Liberal revolution in 
Russia in 1917, Russia had been challenging the West as it had not been 
challenged since the recession of the Ottoman Islamic power after the 
failure of the second Ottoman siege of Vienna in 1683. The Communist 
Russian challenge to the West was not merely a challenge to the West’s 
former ascendancy over the rest of the Non-Western World; it was also 
a challenge to Western Liberalism in the name of a Western ideology 
which had now found a base of operations in a great non-W'estern 
country. Under Russian leadership, Communism had set out to compete 
with Liberalism for the adherence of the non-Western majority of man¬ 
kind that was not yet committed to either of these two rival Western ways 
of life. Russian Communism was also challenging Liberalism on its home 
ground in Western countries. Before 1917 the West had been winning 
converts all over the World to the ideology of the seventeenth-century 
Western spiritual revolution. Since 1917 the West had been on the 
defensive against an ideological counter-offensive. The weapon with 
which this counter-offensive was being conducted was an ideolo^ of 
Western origin, but this weapon was now being trained against the West 
by non-Westem bands. TheU hands were Russian; and this meant that 
Russia had now come to play a part of capital importance in the decision 
of the West’s destiny. 

Considering bow overwhelming the West’s ascendancy over most of 
the rest of the World had been during the preceding quarter of a millen¬ 
nium, Communist Russia’s feat of turning the tables on the West was 
impressive. Indeed, in the eyes of and-Westem-minded Asians, Africans, 
and Indian Americans, looking at history in A.D. 1961, Russia's role in 
history would probably have seemed to just this. As they would have 
seen it, Russia was an example and an inspiration to the rest of the non- 
Western world because Russia had been the first non-Westem country 

< ... Love rulios heeven end earth end seta, them in this coune doth bind. 

And if it once let loose their reini, their friendship turns to war, 

Teuing the world whose ordered form their quiet motions bear. 

By it aU holy laws are made and martian ritea ate d^, 

^ it is &ithful friendship joined. How happy mortals were 
It that pure love did guide their minds wm^ heavenly spheres doth guide. 
(Anonymous trensladon published in 1609, ss revised in H. P. Stewart and E. K. 
Rand’s edition in the Loeb Classical Library, first published in 1918.) 


RUSSIA’S PLACE IN HISTORY 537 

that had bad the courage to stand up to the modern West and the ability 
to beat it at its own game by mastering Western weapyons and doing 
better than their Western originators in the use of them.* 

Russia’s victory in 1957 in the competition between her and the 
United States for launching the first man-made satellite was, no doubt, 
hailed all over the Non-Western World as an inspiring syml^lic event. 
It seemed to signify the end of the West’s technological superiority, and 
therefore also me end of the ascendancy which this technological superi¬ 
ority had brought with it. An observer who was acquainted with Russian 
history would have recalled that Russia’s technological competition with 
the West, which had reached such a dramatic culmnation in 1957, had 
also had a long history. It had started, not in 1917, but in 1689. Lenin 
had inherited his policy from Peter the Great. And Peter’s adoption of 
the Western technology of his day had been so effective that it had 
enabled him to defeat decisively one of the great powers of the con¬ 
temporary Western World, Sweden. His historic victory over Charles 
XU at Poltava in 1709 had been won within twenty years of the initiation 
of Peter’s Westernizing programme, and within twenty-six years of the 
historic defeat of the ‘Osm^is under the ramparts of Vienna in 1683. 
This decisive battle in 1683 had inaugurated a Western ascendancy that 
had lasted for a quarter of a milleimium in the World as a whole. Russia, 
alone of all the non-Western countries, had succeeded throughout in 
maintaining her independence. And the decisive battle that had signal¬ 
ized this Russian achievement had been won by Russia near the start. 
On this interpretation, Russia’s role in history was that of serving as the 
leader in a world-wide resistance movement to the modern West’s 
world-wide aggression. 

It would, however, be an inadequate and misleading approach to an 
examination of Russia’s place in history if we were to consider this solely 
in terms of a technological competition between Russia and the West,* 
and of the effect of this on Western fortunes. It was true that, by 1961, 
Russia was closely knit up with the West. Communism was a potent 
Russian import from the West; but, as has been noted, it was far from 
being the first. The deliberate Westernization of Russian life had been 
started by Peter the Great 228 years before the Russian Communist 
revolution, and i68g was as epoch-making a date in Russian history as 
1917. Yet Peter the Great’s assertion of his sovereignty and his policy in 

^ H. Kohn point* out, in TVia Infeitt 0/ Toynies’s J^irtory: A CooptraiitA Aftraual, 
tlut Pnitti* After 1806 and Japan after 1808 adopted Wcatem technology and Weatern 
method* of adminiatration a^ education, aa Rusaia has done, and that, in these two 
case*, one of the purpose* waa to combat contemporary Weatern Liberal tdcaa and 
ideal*. 

> Commenting on 1 pasaage in a previo'ua volume of tht* bock (iu. 30»-a), B. 0'Ken> 
nedy remark* that 'it aeemi an over-simplihcation to ataert that the Soviet experiment i* 
an attempt to turn a nation of peasant* into a nacioo of mechanics, to aubatitute a new 
America Tor the old Ruaaia. Moreover, Profeaaor Toynbee** view of that experiment at a 
confUec between the ideals of Lenin and the methods of Ford may be a paradoxical 
confirmation of the ascendarvey of Western over Russian civilization, but it fail* to explain 
a great deal that has happened* (Tht Irish Timts, 1st March, 1947). I agree. 

O'Kemtedy's point has also been made apropos of the Westernization, not only of 
Rusaia, but of tnc Non-Wcatem World in general, bv I. Ne»der in Fnumi-Arehiv, 
Neue rolge, rs (i5x/z), pp. 168—78, and in GrundzUge atr Rustischttt GsseMchtt (Darm- 
audt X955, Centner). 
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1689^33 far from being the beginning of Russian history. Seven hundred 
years before Peter the Great imposed on Russia the Western Civili¬ 
zation in the modem secular version of it that had just taken shape in 
his generation, his predecessor Vladimir had imposed on her the Byzan¬ 
tine CivUizadon in the act of forcibly converting his subjects to Extern 
Orthodox Chrisdanity. For nearly two hundred years before that, 
Russia had been part of the far-flung Scandinavian World, as a result of 
having been opened up commercially and organized politically by bands 
of Swedish military adventurers. 

The Scandinavian Civilization was abortive; and, after the conversion 
of the whole Scandinavian World to one or other form of Christianity, 
the Pre-Christian Scandinavian culture was obliterated. On the other 
hand the Byzantine Christian Civilization that captivated Russia in and 
after A.D. 989 made as deep and as enduring a mark on this colonial 
annex of the Scandinavian World as Western Christianity made on 
Scandinavia Proper.* The modem Western Civilization that was im¬ 
posed on Russia by Peter the Great and his successors was a veneer. 
Russia remained Byzantine under the surface. The second bout of 
Westernization inaugurated by the Communist revolution in 1917 had 
obviously penetrated deeper down into Russian life than the Petrine 
revolution, and it had, no doubt, produced a greater disturbance in 
Russian life’s Byzantine depths. Yet, nearly half a century after this 
latest Westernizing revolution in Russia, the Eastern Orthodox Church 
was still a powerful force in Russia, and its survival there implied that 
the Byzantine outlook had survived there too. In 1961 it was not yet 
possible to guess whether, eventually, the twentieth-century Western 
Communist ideology would or would not be more successful than the 
seventeenth-century Western Liberal ideology had been in supplanting 
the Byzantine Civilization in Russia.* All that could be said at ^at date 

* Sec vUi. 676-8. 

s My conemdoQ of RuuU't ByzantiiM heritan haa been tet out in a lecture, originally 
delivered in C^tnadt, which wu afterwards publiabed in /foruyn, August, 1947, and 
then in Civilisation on Trial ^ew York Oxford University Press), pp. to^-Sy. 
This paper has drawn cridciBma from B. Bykhoviky in Ntto Timot, No. 46 (lath 
November, 1947), pp. 37-31, and from J. D. Clarkson in an article in TAs/frfxnm Rsoinv, 
vol. 15, No. 3 (July, 195^, p;p> r65-?3, based on a paper read at the annual meeting of 
the American Hiatoriw »om^ in Waahinmn, D.C., on 28th December, 1955. 

Bykbovtky agrees diat Russia did adopt oysantine culture in the tenth century, but 
he denies that there is such a thing as a separate Byzantine Civilization. 'Generally 
known historical facts’, be holds, ‘incontroveitibly prove... the integrality of European 
(and World) culture’ (p. z8). Clarkson sees ^ to eye with Bykbovaky on this point. 
*Toynbe«’8 fundamental premise that Russia and the West represent two distinct 
civilizations, set apart by reli^on', is, Clarkson holds, ’a basic misconception’. I. 
Neander nvwea die same point in FinanM^Arehiv, Neua Folge f3 (1951/2), pp. 168-78, 
and in GrundsOge dor RumeAM G*sehiehxt (Darmstadt 1955, Centner), and so doea 
Chr. Hill in Tha Modem Quarterly, Autumn, 1947, p. 306. C. Thorndike, too, upholds 
the unity of civilizadon in general terms (The Journal of Modem History, vol. vii, No. 3 
(S»tember, 1935), pp. 3XS-17)- 

ByklMvsky a c cus es me of f^ifying history tn order to make of it an engine of 
idcol^cal con tfov e my . In particular, be casdgatea me for my ’prraoaterously absurd and 
amazingly ignorant ideodBcsdon of the Social system established in Russia after the 
Great Octo^ Revoludon with the medieval Byzantine state’ (p. 29). I do not, of coun^ 
identify the two, but I do maintain that the Byzantine Civilization is still alive in Russia 
below the surfsM, and that the underlying structure of the Byzandne state can still be 
discovered beneath the veneer of succetKve imported Westem regimes: first the en¬ 
lightened autoeraey imported from the West by Peter the Great, and then the Com- 
munist regime imported by Lenin and his companions. Here, again, however, Bykhovsky 
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was that the issue had not yet been decided. Meanwhile, this brief recital 
of familiar historical facts will have indicated that Russia’s place in 
history was not just that of a convert—however important and successful 
a convert—to me modern Western way of life. 

Russia’s cultural history, up to date, had followed an unusual course. 
Since she had made her way into the Oikoummi about eleven hundred 
years back, she had played a prominent role, cultural as well as political 
and military, in the World’s affairs. Yet so far she had not ever created 
an original civilization of her own. Three times over within these 
1,100 years she had received an alien civilization from abroad: first the 
Scandinavian, then the Byzantine, and then the Western, and this first 
in its Liberal and afterwards in its Communist form. On the cultural 
plane hitherto she had always been a satellite, yet always one of an 
unusual kind. She had been a satellite that, each time, h^ more than 
held its own against the foreign body that had drawn her into its field 
of attraction. The Scandinavian Civilization was overwhelmed so soon 
after Russia had been annexed by it that there was no time, in this 
brief first chapter of Russian history, for Russia to react powerfijUy on 
Scandinavia Proper. Russia’s association with the Byzantine World and 
with the West had been longer, and, in each of these t^vo other en¬ 
counters, the civilization that had attracted Russia had eventually found 
itself engaged in a tug-o’-war in which the satellite had threatened to 
reverse the roles of the two parties by usurping the sun’s place and 
reducing the original sun to the subordinate status of a satellite.* 

and Clarkson •«« eye to eye. Clarkson says of me that 'he simply does not understand 
what bis friendly critics. Obolensky and Sumner, have written' ^«e vii. 31-40 and 577-9; 
viti. 676-Sj 'about his notion of a dominating B3runtine political (thos running thn>ugh 
Russian history’. 

This consensus between a Communist Russian and an American critic is tmpreastve. 
It is obviou^ possible that I have over-emphasized the djstinctivcneas of each of the 
civilizations in me Syriac-Hellenic family. The sharoness of the dividing line that I have 
drawn has been noaced by T. R. Fyvcl in Th* Tn’&vne, ztst March, i947> p. 20. It 
might be more instructive (though I do not think it is) to treat all four Christian civiliza¬ 
tions and the Islamic Civilization as being no niore than so many variations on one single 
civilization. My contention may be less convincing than Clarkson'a and Bykhovslnrs, 
I concede. But I do not admit that, in making it, I have been influenced by any ideo¬ 
logical pnu'udices. In my view it is no insult either to the Byzsntine CiviUzatioo or to 
Russia to label them aa being 'non-Westem'. On the other hand, I have an impression 
that this it felt to be an insult by Bykhovaky, Clarkson, and Hill, and possibly by 
Obolensky and Sumner tooj and mat their insistence on their thesis that there m no 
dividing line between Russia and the West is partly inspired by a with to vindicate 
Russia’s good name, as well as by a dispassionate study of the historical facts. I detect 
the same feeling in Neander (locc. citt.) and in Spuler (in No. 30 (1952)) when 

they inaist that the Wettemization of Russia is not on a par with the Westernization 
of Asian countries because Russia was already so much closer, culturally, to the West 
to benn with. 

> If Russia’s cultural history has any counterpart, this is to be found in the cultural 
histo^ of Iran. Like Russia, Iran received successive alien civilizationB from abroad: 
first the Sumero-Akkadian, then the Syri^ and eventually the Islamic; and, in the last 
two of her three encounters, Iran—again like Russia—reacted pow«fully upon the 
civilization into whose field she had bera drawn. In coalescing with the Synac Civiliza¬ 
tion in and after the Achaemenian Age, the Iranian culture was twt a passive party. 
It gave, besides receiving. Its attractiveness is attested by the history ot Judaism. An 
Iranian reli^on, 2 ^ro«strianism, was the only alien spiritual force that made a mark on 
Judaism in this age; and this Iranian religion displayed this vitality after Iran had 
•uflfered a crushing ^Ittical disaster in the overthiw of the Achaemenian Empire by 
Alexander. The overthrow of the Sasanian Empire by the Arabs a thousand years later 
was a disaster for Iran of comparable magnitude. this time again, Iran reasserted 
herself on the cultural plane while she was still politically prostrate. The religious 
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This reversal of relations had taken place in the Byzantine World be¬ 
fore the end of the four and a half centuries that elapsed between the 
conversion of Russia to Eastern Orthodox Christianity in a-D. 989 and 
the extinction of the last remnants of the East Roman Empire in 1453- 
61. In the course of this age the whole of Eastern Orthodox Christendom, 
Russia included, was successfully attacked and overrun by foreign con¬ 
querors on two fronts. The East Roman Empire was assaulted by Western 
Uhristians and Turkish Muslims, Russia by Western Christians and 
Eurasian Nomad Tatars. Both the East Roman nucleus and the 
Russian annex of the Byzantine World were submerged; but their sub¬ 
sequent fortunes were not the same. The East Roman Empire foundered, 
and the Greeks, and, with them, the other Orthodox Christian peoples 
of Anatolia, Transcaucasia, and South-East Europe, remained under 
Ottoman Turkish rule till the nineteenth century. By contrast, from the 
fourteenth century onwards, Russia re-emerg^, and this time as an 
effectively centralized state that was capable of holdii^ its own against 
all comers. Accordingly, after Bulgaria, Serbia, and the East Roman 
Empire had been erased hx^m the politick map, Muscovy lived on as the 
sole surviving representative of Byzantine Christendom and sole sur¬ 
viving guardian of the Eastern Orthodox Christian faith. The Muscovite 
bran^ of the Eastern Orthodox Church repudiated the union with the 
Roman Church that had been accepted in 1439, at the Council of 
Florence, by an East Roman Imperial Government that was then in its 
last agonies. In the next chapter of the Byzantine World’s history the 
Muscovite Government may or may not have taken seriously the theory 
that, after Constantinople—the Second Rome—had betrayed the Ortho¬ 
dox Christian faith and had been punished for this by being conquered 
by the 'Osmanlis, faithful Moscow had become the Third Rome.^ But it 
seems unquestionable that the experience of being left, from 1461 on¬ 
wards, as the sole remaining independent champion of Orthodoxy did 
instil into the Russians a sense of Rtissia’s being a holy country with a 
unique destiny;* and Russia had become this in virtue of havii^^ become 

cwivenion of th« InuiiiD people to Iilem wa* accotnptnied, from the beginmng of the 
’Abbutd Age onwtrdt, br to Iranienixetion of IcUm on IrenUn pound: end this 
Irsnisn eulturtl counter-oneosire erentusUy culmineted in the emergence of e distinc¬ 
tive Irsnie version of the Isismic Civilizstion. 

> This question hss been touched upon in vii. 31-40 end 577-9. See the pessage there 
quoted from an unpublished letter of 35th Jsniury, 1951. uom B. H. Sumner to A. J. 
Toynbee, end from en unpublished note of tst June, 1951, by Prince Dnnitri Obolensky. 
See elso 1 paper by Pnnee Obolensky on 'Kussie’s Byzantine Heritage' in Osdord 
Slaxnme Pepm, vol. i (Oxford 1950, Clarendon Press), pP;37-4^ Sumner and Obolen- 
tty both hold that the pretension t^t Moscow wu Tmrd Home* should be taken 
with a grain of salt As they see it, it was little more than an academic conceit, which bad 
DO great effect either on popular feeling in RtissU or on governmental poUct. 

* A suggestion that the Rusaiaos have come to regard themselves as boiu ‘the Chosen 
People' is contested in a letter written to me on 6tn March, 1951, by J. Stolmkoff (on 
this point, see further chapter 11 , Annex, p. 626, foomote 2). 'Your tbury of the 
"Chosen People",' Stolnikoff writes, ‘corresponds only very remotdy widi the well- 
established fact of the Russians’ fre^om frm all idea of auperiority ar^ disdain in 
their attitude towards other nstions.... I suppose that this miiundrT* ean ding goes no 
deeper than s mistaken use of the word “Russian" instead ^ the word “So^nedc".’ I 
cannot be let to lightly. I believe that the Ruasian pete's sense of having a special 
mission dates from a.d. 1453, not just from A.D. {917. From all accounts, what StoU 
nikoff S878 is true of the Russians as individiislt m thrir personal relstioas with 
non-Russians; and this is an amiable and admirable Russian traditioD. But it is not 
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the heart and citadel of Orthodox Christendom instead of remaining the 
outlying province that she had originally been. 

This Russian belief in Russia’s holiness, orthodoxy, and destiny sur¬ 
vived the reception of the modern Western Civilization in Russia in and 
after the time of Peter the Great. In this Westernizing age it had already 
asserted itself twice—now clothed, each time, in a Western ideology that, 
in Russian hands, had been adapted to serve Russian purposes. The 
nineteenth-century Western Romantic Movement was, in its Western 
birth-place, no more than a Western family affair. It was the expression 
of an insistence, on the part of the Germans and other Western peoples, 
upon the reality and the value of their distinctive national contributions 
to their common Western Civilization. The movement had been evoked 
by a French pretension to impose the French national contribution upon 
the other Western peoples as a standard form for the modem phase of 
the Western Civilization that had been inaugurated by the seventeenth- 
century Western cultural revolution. This nineteenth-century Western 
Romantic Movement inspired the nineteenth-century Russian Slavo¬ 
philes; but, in taking it over, they gave it a new turn. The Slavophile 
version of Romanticism was an assertion that the Western Civilization 
was decadent and that the Russian Civilization was ‘the wave of the 
future’. In the twentieth century the Russian converts to a later Western 
ideology. Communism, had turned this to the same account. Com¬ 
munism was now ‘the wave of the future’; Capitalism was doomed to 
collapse. Since the West was given over to Capitalism, while Russia had 
shaken off its toils in the act of embracing the Communist faith, the 
West was bound to go under and Russia was bound to triumph. Twen¬ 
tieth-century Russian Communism, nineteenth-century Russian Slavo¬ 
philism, and the fifteenth-century Russian championship of Orthodox 
Christianity were evidently successive expressions of an identical con¬ 
viction. This conviction was that Russia had seen the truth and would 
prosper in virtue of acting on it, while the West had persisted in error 
and had thereby condemned itself to come to |rief. 

This Russian belief was not, of course, an original Russian idea. The 
Russians took it over from their instructors the Byzantine Greeks. In 
Byzantine Greek eyes the Western Christians were already schismatics, 
and the Eastern Orthodox Christians were the sole remaining reposi¬ 
tories of the true Christian faith. This sense of uniqueness was part of 
the spoils that the Christian Church had taken from the Jews. It was, 
in fact, a Jewish pretension that had been purloined from the Jews by 
gentiles who had become converted to ‘deviationist’ Judaic religions. 
In 1961 it could not yet be foreseen whether Russia was going to re¬ 
main fundamentally Byzantine, or whether she was going to become 
thoroughly Western in the Communist form of the modern Western 
Civilization. But, whatever might happen, it seemed certain that, for a 
long time to come, the Russian spirit and outlook woidd continue to be 
Judaic, since this Judaic £thos was common to the Byzantine and the 
Western tradition. Communism was as patently Judaic in its ideology as 

incompatible with a feeling that RumU, as distinguished from individual Russians, has 
a greater destiny than other countries have. 
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Eastern Orthodox Christianity was; and, though the modem version of 
the Western culture, dating from the seventeenth-century spiritual 
revolution, represented a resolute attempt to purge the Western tradi¬ 
tion of its ancestral Judaic fanaticism and intolerance, we have seen that 
this vein in the Western tradition was not, after all, driven the field 
but was merely driven underground, to erupt, in our day, in such 
ideologies as Communism, Fascism, and National Socialism. 

It is thus clear that, within the species of the genus society that we 
label ‘civilizations’, the Russian Ci>^ization falls within the same sub¬ 
species as the Byzantine, the Western, and the Islamic. Whether we 
classify it as a variant of ^e Byzantine or as a variant of the Western or 
as a separate civilization with a distinctive character of its own, it was 
undoubtedly part of the crop that had sprung from the blending of the 
Syriac and Hellenic civilizations in a ‘culture-compost’.* 

If it was true that the world-wide dissemination of the Western 
Civilization in its modem form had provided the basis and the frame¬ 
work for the formation of an oecumenical civilization, what was Russia’s 
contribution to this coming oecumenical civilization going to be? Per¬ 
haps Russia’s most important role in this next chapter of mankind’s 
history would be to serve as a medium for the modernization of non- 
Westem peoples that were less far advanced along the path of modern¬ 
ization than Russia herself was. 

When we survey the attitudes of the non-Russian peoples who in 
1961 were under Russian ascendancy, we find that there were several 
different categories of them and that these were reacting in different 
ways. 

Russification was being obstinately resisted by subject or satellite or 
ex-satellite peoples whose cultural background was either Western or 
Non-Russian Byzantine. The first of these two categories was repre¬ 
sented by the Slovenes, Croats, Magyars, Czechoslovaks, Poles, Lithu¬ 
anians, Letts, and Ests; the second by the Serbs, Rumans, Bulgars, and 
Georgians. Even the Ukrainians, who are one of three sub-groups within 
the Russian people itself, were up in arms against being dominated by 
the Great Russians. These peoples’ resistance to Rus^cation was not 
an anti-Communist movement; it was an anti-Russian movement which 
antedated the Russian Communist revolution of the year 1917. Under 
the precedii^ Imperial Russian regime. Russification had been resisted 
just as obstinately by the Poles in Congress Poland and by the Finns. 
Both Congress Poland and Finland were under Russian domination for 
a hundred years ending in the First World War; yet both countries 
emerged from this century-long ordeal still un-Russified. The nine¬ 
teenth-century Georgians, Rumans, and Bulgars also reacted violently 
against the domination of the Pre-Communist Russians. Though these 
had represented themselves as ‘liberators’ from Muslim rulers, these 
liberated Orthodox Christian peoples became hardly less anti-Russian 
than the Magyars, a Western people who were re-subjected to Hapsburg 
rule by invad^g Russian armies in 1849. atritude had been 

displayed by at least one of the Russians’ Muslim subject peoples, the 

> See pp. 454-61. 
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Qazan Tatars; and these anti-Russian resistance movements all had the 
same explanation. The peoples that had resisted Russification were 
peoples that had felt themselves to be farther advanced than the Russians 
in civilization. They had therefore been unwilling to receive civilization 
through a Russian channel. If they were ready to adopt the modern 
version of the Western Civilization, they wanted to draw this for 
themselves from its Western fountain-head. They wanted to do that, 
whichever of the alternative forms of the modern Western Civilization 
happened to attract them. For example, a Communist Jugoslav, just as 
mu(^ as a Liberal Jugoslav, would want to work out his chosen way of 
life independently. He would object to having it imposed on him by 
Russian dictation. 

There were, however, other subjects and satellites of Russia who did 
not feel themselves to be so far advanced in civilization as they felt the 
Russians to be. The peoples in this category might resent Russian 
domination and exploitation as hotly as the Jugoslavs, Magyars, and 
Poles; but they did not feel the same repugnance to receiving modern 
civilization through a Russian duct. So far from that, they felt that, on 
the cultural plane, Russia offered them their nearest and most easy 
access to the Modern World, and that the Russian language was the best 
vehicle, within their reach, for bringing to them modern knowledge and 
ideas. Therefore the ablest and most ambitious of their young men and 
women would be tempted to learn Russian and to complete their educa¬ 
tion in Moscow or Leningrad. They might feel hostile to Russia politic¬ 
ally and might have no inclination towards Russification for its own 
sake. But they would put up with it as an unpalatable but necessary 
means towards the end that they had in view; and that was to become 
first-class citizens of the rising modern oecumenical society. The peoples 
in this second category included the Turkish-speaking and Finnish¬ 
speaking peoples in the Urals (Bashkirs, Voguls, Ostiaks, and the rest), 
together with the Turkish-sphcaking and Iranian-speakii^ peoples of 
Central Asia ^Qazaqs, Uzbegs, Tiirkmci^ Kirghiz, Tajiks; and the 
Mongol-speaking peoples of Eastern Siberia (the Buriats and the 
Mongols in Outer Mongolia). 

In 1961 this category accounted for no more than a small fraction of 
the human race, even reckoning in a satellite state like Outer Mongolia, 
which lay outside the Soviet Union’s frontiers. However, the numbers 
in this category might be expected to increase; for there were vast 
populations in Asia and Africa, besides the peoples mentioned above, 
for whom Russification would spell modernization in the form that 
would be most feasible for them. China, who was not the Soviet Union’s 
satellite, but was her principal Communist ally, was not likely to figure 
in this list. The Chinese, like the Western and the non-Russian Ortho¬ 
dox Christian peoples, fdt themselves to be superior to the Russians in 
civilization, and the motive that had led them to accept a Communist 
regime was not a wish to gain entry into the Modern World through a 
Russian door. The Chinese people’s objective was to recover for China 
her historic cultural and political primacy at the eastern end of the Old- 
World OikotmenS. But, short of being able to attract China into her 
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cultural field, Russia seemed to have a fair prospect of being able to 
attract a number of the more backward among ^e still uncommitted 
nations. 

This prospect suggested that, in the formation of the coming oecu¬ 
menical society, the Russian culture and language might play, in large 
tracts of Asia, and possibly of Africa too, the role that was ^ready being 
played by the Arabic language and culture in Africa, and by the Spanish 
in the tier of Indian American republics extending from Mexico to 
Paraguay inclusive. Russification would then be one of several alternative 
forms of modernization. Its contribution might not be so great as that of 
the English language or as that of the modem Western Civilization 
drawn straight from its Western fountain-head; but Russian, like Arabic 
and Spanish, cultural influence might succeed in pushing its way into 
regions that were less easily accessible to the modern Western Civiliza¬ 
tion in its native form. 

In the current chapter of history, Russian culture would carry Com¬ 
munism with it; and this ideologic^ concomitant of Russification would 
either promote the progress of Russification or obstruct it, according to 
what was the situation at the time in the country in question. 

The Communist form of the modem Western Civilization had, so far, 
seldom or never been the first choice of non-Westem peoples that had 
opted for Westernization in some form or other.* Usually their ambition 
had been to Westernize on Liberal lines—that is, on parliamentary lines 
on the political plane. It was significant that, in both Russia itself and in 
China, the eventual Communist revolution had been preceded by an 
attempt at a Liberal revolution, and had not found its opportunity until 
this antecedent Liberal revolution had been discredited by having un¬ 
mistakably miscarried. Russia in 1917 had been in the last throes of a 
disastrous war, and there the Communist revolution had followed at the 
Liberal revolution’s heels after only a few months’ interval. In China 
the Kuomintang was given a nineteen-years-Iong run (reckoning from 
its nation-wide triumph in 1929) before it was convicted of having 
exhausted its mandate. As for the non-Westem peoples who had been 
under Western rule, their struggles to throw this off had been made in 
the name of modem Western Liberal principles; and, when they had 
recovered their political independence, their first impulse, even in cases 
where their former Western rulers had abdicated only unvdliingly and 
with a bad grace, had been to exercise their new freedom of choice by 
adopting the Liberal Western way of life, not only on the political plane, 
but on ^ planes. In 1961 this could be verified in Southern Vietnam, as 
well as in India. 

This general preference for the Liberal way of life evidently made the 
association of Communism with Russification a handicap for Russia in 
her efforts to extend her influence into non-Westem countries, beyond 
her own borders, where she had to deal with countries that were trying 
to live the Liberal Western way of life and had not, so far, been 
discouraged by disillusioning experiences. Disillusionment, however, 
did often follow; and, in a country that had been overtaken by it, 

« See p. 309. 
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Communism would be, not a handicap to the entry of Russian influence, 
but a powerful aid to it. 

The experiment of Westernization on Liberal lines was apt to be fol¬ 
lowed by disillusionment because this experiment was an ambitious one. 
It was ambitious because the Liberal way of life required and presup¬ 
posed the existence of able, experienced, and public-spirited citizens in 
large numbers; and, in most non-Westem countries, there was a scarcity 
of this indispensable human asset. For this reason, parliamentary govern¬ 
ment had broken down in one after another of th«se countries wnen too 
many of the people who had been entrusted with the working of it had 
proved incompetent or corrupt or both. The sequel had been a dictator¬ 
ship, of the kind that, for the same reason, had so often prevailed in the 
Americas in many of the successor-states of the former Spanish Empire 
of the Indies. In the Asian and African successor-states of the former 
Dutch, French, and British colonial empires, many of the dictatorships 
that followed miscarriages of parliamentary institutions were military. 
The professional military officers in these countries had been trained in 
a Western school, and their standards of honesty and public spirit were, 
in some cases, higher, on the average, than those of the local politicians. 
On the other hand, these soldiers' experience was limited to their own 
professional held, and in politics they were novices. The one sub¬ 
stantial advantage of dictatorship over parliamentary government in 
countries in this situation was that the number of able and honest people 
required for working a dictatorship efficiently was a much smaller one. 
But this advantage was not a monopoly of ^e military variety of dic¬ 
tatorship; the Ck)mmunist variety possessed it too, and it also possessed 
ma^ other advantages that a military dictatorship lacked. 

The Communist ideology was a Christian heresy’ in the sense that it 
had singled out several of the elements in Christianity and had con¬ 
centrated on these to the exclusion of the rest. It had taken from Christi¬ 
anity its social ideals, its intolerance, and its fervour. It was therefore a far 
more dynamic spiritual force than the conventional sense of professional 
honour that was the inspiration of public-spirited military dictators. A 
believing Communist was a dedicated soul, and he could justify his faith 
by pointing to impressive works. He could point out that the conversion 
of Russia to Communism had been followed, within forty years, by a 
technological triiimph which might be taken as signifying that Russia 
had now outstripped the West in the very field in which the West had 
previously excelled. Russia's example, he could claim, bad now demon¬ 
strated that, for a poor, uneducated, agricultural people, Communism 
offered an effective short-cut for catching up with the West in the com¬ 
petition for power; and one of the ambitions of every non-Western 
country that had felt the weight of the West’s former ascendancy was to 
recover its own traditional position of eminence—^historical or legendary. 
Communism, thus presented, would therefore make a powerful appeal 
to a non-Westem people that had tried, and failed, to catch up with the 
West by taking the other of the two alternative modem Western roads. 

> Thi* interpreution o£ Communism has been disputed by Father G» F. Klenfc, S.J., 
in Stimmtn dsr Z«ii, No. 145 (194^50), pp. 376-84. 

B T 
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In 1961 mankind was wondering which of these two roads, the 
Liberal or the Conununist, was goti^ to become the high road leading 
towards a future oecumenical civilization; and at that date the choice 
between these two alternatives seemed, to many minds, as if it would 
make all the difference in the world. Yet Communism, as well as 
Liberalism, was a product and expression of the modem Western 
Civilization,* and the difference between the Liberal and the Com¬ 
munist way of Western life might be expected to diminish progressively 
with each additional decade of ’coexistence’. The ideological feud that in 
1961 was obsessing nearly half the human race might have become no 
more than an academic issue in the life of an oecumenical society a 
hundred years later. 


XVIII. A RE-SURVEY OF CIVILIZATIONS 

I N the course of the first ten volumes of this book I arrived at a list 
of twenty-three full-blown civilizations, four that were arrested at an 
early stage in their growth, and five that were abortive. The twenty- 
three full-blown civilizations on this former list were distributed 
between a number of different series running, some to three generations 
of civilizations, some to two, some to one generation only; and, in any 
series that ran to more than a single generation, the relation of the later 
civilization or civilizations in this series to its or their immediate pre¬ 
decessor was labelled ‘affiliation’. These series were parallel but were not 
synchronous. The earliest of the Pre-Columbian civilizations in the 
Americas were perhaps as much as three thousand years later in emerg¬ 
ing than the earliest of the civilizations in the Old World. In the Old- 
World group there was one series, that represented by the Egyptiac 
Civilization, which ran to a single generation only, yet had a time-span 
which was of the same order of magnitude as the combined time-spans 
of the first two generations in the parallel series initiated respectively by 
the Sumeric, Mjmoan, Indus, and Shang civilizations. 

Thus classified, the list of civilizations worked out as follows: 

I. FulUbUmm CivUissations 

A. First Gmeraixon, Unrelated to others 
Egyptiac 
Andean 

B. First Generation, Um^Uated to another 
Sumeric 
Minoan 

< This j^ist u nude bv Bykhonkjr. 'Marxiim-Leninisin is not a weapon against 
Western Civilicatioo—as Mr. Toynbee falsely asserts; it is 1 wespoo against and- 
democratic imperialist res^n, wUch acts as s tremendous break on the development 
of European and world civilitsdon. The Soviet people treasure every progressive step in 
the history of the Brtdsb, French, and every oth» nsdo^ culture’ (Jvste Timet, Ko. 46 
^sth November, 194?) iP-So). A Western observer can agree with the substance of what 
Bykkovsky here says, if be can discount Bykhovsky’s polemical way of saying it. 
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Indus* 

Shang* 

Mayan 

C. Second Generation, Affiliated to another 
Babylonic Sumeric) 

Hittitc (to Sxuneric) 

Hellenic (to Minoan) 

Syriac (to Minoan) 

Indie (to Indus) 

Slnic (to Shang) 

Yucatec (to Mayan) 

Mexic (to Mayan) 

D. Third Generation, Affiliated to another 
Orthodox Christian, main body (to Hellenic) 

Orthodox Christian, Russian ofl^hoot (to Hdlenic) 

Western (to Hellenic) 

Arabic Muslim (to Syriac) 

Iranic Muslim (to Syriac) 

Hindu (to Indie) 

Far Eastern, main body (to Sinic) 

Far Eastern, Japanese offshoot (to Sinic) 

II. Arreited Civilizations 

Eskimo’ 

Nomadic’ 

'Osmanli^ 

Spartan’ 

III. Abortive Civilizations 

First Syriac* 

Far Eastern Christian^ 

Far Western Christian* 

Scandinavian* 

Medieval Western City-State Cosmos.*® 

By the time (1958-9) when the present volume was being written, this 
list had come to need revision. There had been criticisms of the method 
—or lack of method—by which 1 had arrived at it.*' There had also been 
changes in parts of the picture of the historical facts. These changes 
had been due to increases in knowledge and understanding, mainly 

* The Indus and Shing civilizations appear in the list in the form of a gjmealogical 
table in vol. vu, opposite p. 772, but not in the lists in vol, i, pp. ijt-3. During the 
twenty years (1934-54) between the dates of publication of voU. i-iii and vole, vii-x, the 
Indua and Shang cultures had como—as a result of increasing knowledge of tbenv—to 
look as if they both qualified for being given the status of full-blown civilizations. 

* Sm iii. 4-7. > See iii. 7-az. * See iii. zz^o. * See iii. 50-79. 

* See ii. 38&-91. » See it. 3 * 0 - 8 S ‘od 4 ^ 5 *- 

* See ii. 322-40 end ^i- 37 * * See ii. 340-^ and 434 - 45 - 

See iii. 299-306 and v. 619-43. 

I* These have been summanzed by Anderle in an unpublished paper. 
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fhanltR to new archacoIogical discoveries and new interpretations of 
previously knoNvn facts. In the light of what my critics have written and 
what the archaeologists have brought to light since the publication of 
volumes wii of Ais book, I have reconsidered a number of my previous 
conclusions already in earlier chapters of this volume. The purpose of 
the present chapter is to bring together and complete the results of these 
reconsiderations in the form of a new list of civilizations. The best 
approach to this will be to examine first the criticisms and then the 
changes in the archaeologists’ picture, with a view to seeing what 
changes in my list are required. 

Most of the criticisms f^ under one or other of five heads. The first is 
a sweeping one. ‘Toynbee’s list... is a peculiar jtimble of incompatible 
and incomparable entities.’* My criterion for identifying civilizations is 
not uniform. In some cases it is material culture, in others reli^on, in 
others race.’ The second line of criticism is that my identifications of 
civilizations and my demarcations between those that 1 claim to have 
identified are subjective.’ The third is that I have failed to distinguish 
between major ci^izations and those that are 'secondary or peripheral’.^ 
The fourth is that my list of 'arrested civilizations' is capricious.® The 
fifth is that my list of abortive civilizations is incomplete.® The compre¬ 
hensive criticism can perhaps be dealt with best by examining each of 
the others. 

The method that I used in identifying the civilizations on my list was 
to take one instance as a model and apply this to the rest of the field. 
This method was, I should say, objective in two senses. My model was 
not an imaginary one; it was an authentic piece of history; and I applied 
it, I believe, systematically and consistently. At the same time my 
procedure was, I agree, subjective in some other respects. The model 
that I used was the l^tory of the Hellenic Civilization and of the Western 
Civilization’s affiliation to the Hellenic through the Christian Church. 
Evidently the reason why I used this particular model was that I myself 
happened to be a Westerner who had been educated in the Greek and 
Latin classics. I should, no doubt, have used another model if I had 
been either a Chinese, brought up on the Confucian classics, or a Jew 
brought up on the Torah and the Talmud.^ Moreover, I was led into 
misconstruing my model, in at least one important point, by a pre- 

> P. Bagby: Cuitart end History, p. 177. 

* W. P. Albright: From tho Stent Agt to Chrittiamty, and ed., pp. 97-p8. 

) K. D. Brdnumn in ArdtmfGr KulturjatchUhu, nxiii. Ban^ Heft 2 (^S<)> P> * 4 Si 
A. B. Burn in History, PcbnurT-Occobtt 1956, p. 6; R. K. Merton in 7 m Amsriam 
^umat of Sociology, xlvii. No. a (September, PP* 205-13; P. Gardiner in 

Tint ana Tide, 30th October, 1954. Gardiner obtervea tnat 'some of the divisiona’ 
Toynbee 'makes between ternporvt^ joining civilizationa teem to be determine by 
considerationa of what course a civilization must pursue.... In so far aa he does this, the 
coocluaiont at which he trrivea concerning the aimiUr paths followed by different 
societies ... merely reflect the method of ekasifleation initially employed.' A survey of 
criciciama of my attempt to identify civilizationa is given by Anderle in an unpublished 
paper. 4 Bagby, op. cit-, p. 170. 

* Bagby, op. cit., p. iSo; H. Marrou in Esprit, July, 195Z, p. izy; A. L. ICroebcr: 
Stylt smd Ciwioationt, pp. t24‘-5. 

* Kroeber, ibid. (KrMber inctudea, I think, the 'abortive' aa well aa the 'arrested’ 
civilizadoni among what he here calla the ‘minor* dvilizatioiu on my list); R. Coulbom 
in Toynbtt and Hutory, p. 163; Bagby, op. dt., pp. 179-to. 

r See Chapter VI, pp. 170-217. 
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occupation with Hellenism that was one result of my education in Hel¬ 
lenic literature and history. I thought of the Western Civilization as 
being affiliated to the Hellenic Civilization exclusively—and this after I 
had taken note, at an early stage in my inquiry,* of the obvious fact that, 
in Christianity, which was the Western Civilization’s historical link with 
the Hellenic, the Hellenic element was combined with, and dominated 
by, a Judaic one. I ought to have seen that the Western Civilization was 
affiliated to both civilizations or—to describe the actual course of his¬ 
torical events more accurately—that it had sprung from soil fertilised 
by a fusion of the two. This misconstruction of my Hellenic model led 
me to assume that ‘affiliated’ civilizations were in all cases affiliated to 
some single antecedent civilization exclusively; and this led me astray 
in, for example, my tracing of the affiliation of the Syriac Civilization. 
I saw this as being affiliated to the Minoan Civilization alone, when in 
truth it was affiliated to three others as well: the Sumeric, Egyptiac, 
and Hittite. Multiple affiliations have been at least as common as 
exclusive affiliations to some single predecessor.^ 

I have tried to correct these errors in earlier chapters of this volume. 
For instance, I have now checked the results of applying my Hellenic 
model by applying a Sinic model and a Jewish one as well, and com¬ 
paring the likenesses and differences of the results.^ I have recognized 
the four affiliations of the Syriac Civilization.^ I have also recognized that 
the Western Civilization is the product of a Syriac-Hellcnic ‘culture- 
compost’,’ and that the same blend of the same two antecedent civiliza¬ 
tions has also produced the Orthodox Christian and Islamic civilizations.^ 

There is another subjective element in my original identification and 
demarcation of civilizations which is more difficult to correct because it 
has not been imported by me but is inherent in the phenomerta them¬ 
selves. 

When I applied, in the rest of the field, the concept of ‘affiliation’ that 
I had derived from my picture of the historical relation of the Western 
Civilization to the Hellenic, I found a number of cases in which the same 
pattern did, indeed, seem to recur, but this only partially or only faintly. 
In these cases the question arose whether the evidence for a relative 
break in continuity was sufficient to warrant the identification of what 
followed the break as being the history of a new civilization, affiliated to a 
predecessor in the sense in which the Western Civilization is affiliated 
to the Hellenic. In spite of the traces of a break, it might, in these cases, 
be more illuminating to interpret the subsequent period as being con¬ 
tinuous with the previous period: in other words, to treat the two 
periods as being successive chapters in the history of one and the same 
civilization. In one case—the Egyptiac—I came, in my original survey 
of civilizations, to the conclusion that here the continuity was more 
significant than the discontinuity, and that therefore the history of 
civilization in Egypt before its conversion to Christianity ought to be 
regarded as being the history of a single continuous civilization and not 

I See i. 4&-41 and 57. 

> This point is made by F. Borkeniu in Mtrkur, July, 1949, pp. 633^, end in Com- 
mmtary, Merch, 1956, p. 241. * See pp. 186-217. 

4 See pp. 407-to. s See pp. 457-8. ’ See pp. 458-9. 
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as b«tng the history of a series of two civilizations.* 1 took this line in 
spite of having accepted Breasted’s interpretation of the character and 
history of the worship of Osiris, which, on his interpretation, had some 
striking features in common with the character and history of Chris¬ 
tianity.* Now that Breasted’g interpretation of the Osirian religion has 
been discarded by the Egyptologists of the next generation,* any pre¬ 
viously possible doubts about the continuity of Egyptiac history have 
been Enidly dispelled. There were, however, other cases in which the 
evidence for a break seemed to me to be sufficiently significant to 
warrant me in identifying what followed the break as being the history of 
a new civilization, as long as I did this only tentatively and provisionally.* 
These cases that I decided to treat as being doubtful were those of 
the Orthodox Christian (main body), Arabic Muslim, Iranic Muslim, 
Hindu, Far Eastern (main body), Babylonic, Yucatec, and Mexic 
civilizations. 

The element of subjectivity, that was inherent in the phenomena here, 
arose from the fact that there was this string of eight intermediate cases 
running all the way from the discontinuity between the Hellenic and 
the Western Civilization at one extreme to the continuity of the Egyptiac 
Civilization at the other.* The intermediate series seemed to present an 
unbroken chain of gradations, linking the two poles of the gamut. If the 
history of the Egyptiac Civilization was to be regarded as being con¬ 
tinuous, it seemed arbitrary to take the Babylonic Civilization as being 
a separate representative of the species instead of treatii^ it as a late 
phase of the Sumeric Civilization. Towards the other end of the scale it 
seemed arbitrary to treat the Orthodox Christian Civilization as a late 
phase of the Hellenic if the Western Civilization was to be taken as 
being a separate representative of the species.^ I recognized'* that even¬ 
tually I should have to come to a decision about the cases that I had 
left in doubt. The progress of archaeology has decided the cases of my 
supposed Mexic and Yucatec civilizations for me by making it clear that 
the civilization of Pre-Columbian Middle America has a continuity and 
a unity that over-ride the breaks in its course and the distinctiveness 
of its cultural provinces. I have had to decide the remaining cases my¬ 
self at my peril, and I have done this in previous chapters of the present 
volume. I have decided that my supposed Babylonic,* Far Eastern (main 
body),* and Hindu** civilizations must, on balance, be regarded as being 
merely later phases of the Sumeric, Sinic, and Indie civilizations respec¬ 
tively. On the other hand, 1 have decided that my Orthodox Christian 
(main body) and Islamic civilizations have the same claim as the 
Western Ci^ization has to be regarded as being separate civilizations 
in their own right.** 

< See t. 136-46. * See i. i4e-5 and the present volume, p. 1S4. 

) See p. 95, footnote i, end pp. 184-5. 

4 See 1. 117-18, 133-6^ 146, and the present volume, pp. 169-70. 

s This is s particultr instance of a g»eral phenomenon. ‘Culture and the events of 
history arc both continuous, over the inhabited Earth as well is in time. Every delimiu- 
tioD is therefore t ebotce* (A. L. Kroeber; Style and CmUiMtiom, p. lu). 

6 Even the West’s title to rsnk as a separate dvilizadoa from the Hellenic has been 
disputed by so eminent an authority as E. R. Curtius (see p. 181, footnote 1). 

* See i. 117-18 and 133-46. • See p. 191. 

• See pp. 176-80. 14 See pp. 183-4. “ See pp. x8o-a and 458^. 
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While I believe that theae conclusions are correct, I recognize that 
there is an element of subjectivity in them, and I thii^ that the subjec¬ 
tivity here is inherent in the phenomena and is therefore inescapable. 
It might well seem arbitrary, for example, to allow the claim of my sup¬ 
posed Orthodox Christian Civilization (main body) to be a separate 
civilization when I am disallowing the claim of my Far Eastern Civiliza¬ 
tion (main body). 

In giving this different treatment to these two cases, I believe I have 
been right, and that this is demonstrated by the contrast between the 
respective states of affairs in Orthodox Christendom and in China at the 
end of the two stories, at a time when both civilizations were on 
the eve of losing their identities through Westernization. In a.d. 1961 
the Eastern Orthodox Church was still the master-institution of the non- 
Russian Orthodox Christian peoples, whereas the last of the successive 
avatars of the Roman Eirmire in the main body of Orthodox Christendom 
had faded out when the Ottoman Roman Empire had been liquidated in 
1922.^ By contrast, in China by that date Buddhism, which at one time 
had seemed to have attained the same dominance in Eastern Asia as 
Christianity in the Byzantine and Western worlds, had long since been 
appropriated by the indigenous Sinic Civilization.^ In China in 1961 
there were many pheople still alive who had been bom under the regime 
of the Manchu avatar of the Ch^in (T8’in)-Han Empire, could remember 
the Manchu regime's Ml, and had been educated in the Confucian 
classics. This difference between the denouements of the two histories 
does perhaps warrant a differential treatment of them. Yet, when full 
allowance has been made for this difference, the resemblance between 
them remains remarkable. In both cases the life of the civilization in this 
phase was dominated by the relation between two institutions, one 
indigenous and secular, the other exotic and religious. In both cases the 
indigenous secular institution was a resuscitated universal state and the 
exotic institution was a missionary religion. The resuscitated Chinese 
and the resuscitated Roman Empire are unmistakable counterparts of 
each other, and so are Buddhism in China and Christianity in Eastern 
Orthodox Christendom. These two resemblances in the configurations 
of the two histories are of such obvious far-reaching hbtorical importance 
that, even if the difference between the two histories is rightly held to 
be even more inmortant, it still seems arbitrary to disallow ^e claim 
of the supposed Far Eastern Civilization (main body) to independence, 
while conceding the claim of the supposed Orthodox Christian Civiliza¬ 
tion. Here, however, I should say, the arbitrariness is inherent in the 
phenomena and has not been imported by me into the interpretation of 
them. 

The next criticism that I have to examine is that I have treated all 
the full-blown civilizations as being ‘philosophically equivalent’ to each 
other* and have not distinguished civilizations tlut are ‘major* from 
those that are ‘secondary or peripheral’. I have hesitated to divide the 
full-blown civilizations on my list into categories standing for supposed 

* See p. 193. * See pp. 176-82. 

i Se« 1. X75-7 end the present Tolume, p. 170. 
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differences in importance and value. It would be particularly hazardous 
to try to estimate the relative value and importance of those civilizations 
that have been rediscovered by the archaralogists. These arc welcome 
additions to our stock of specimens at our disposal for comparative 
study. For this purpose they are indispensable. At the same time, our 
knowledge of them is too scanty and too one-sided to allow us to 
attempt a valuation of them, since our knowledge is mostly derived 
from their material remains; and, even in the cases of disinterred 
civilizations that were literate, and whose documents have been partially 
recovered and deciphered, these literary remains arc fragmentary.* It is 
also hazardous to try to put comparative values on civilizations about 
which we are less ill-informed. A comparative student’s attitude and 
feeling towards the civilization into which he has been bom, and also 
towards one in whose classical literature he has been educated, can 
never be the same as his attitude and feeling towards other civilizations 
with which his relation is less intimate. 

Thus any attempt to classify civilizations according to their relative 
value will open the door wide for the intrusion of subjective judgements.’ 
We cannot venture into this field profitably, or even safely, unless we 
can find some objective criterion. This is not provided by Bagby’s 
proposed distinction between civilizations that are ‘secondary and 
peripheral’ and those that are ‘major’. But it should be possible to dis¬ 
tinguish objectively between civilizations that are 'satellites’ of others’ 
and civilizations that are independent of any other contemporary 
civilizations, though they may be affiliated to one or more antecedent 
civilizations. In distributing ^e full-blown civilizations between these 
two cat^ories^ we should be classifying them according to ascertainable 
matters of fact—though here we might find ourselves confronted by an 
unbroken chain of gradations between social units that were apparently 
separate civilizations, though satellites, and social units that were 
apparently not civilizations in their own right, but were merely more 
than usually provincial provinces of a civili^tion that displayed a 
number of provincial variants. How, for example, should we classify 
Elam and Urartu ? Were they provinces of the Sumero-Akkadian World 
or were they satellites of it ? And how should we classify the Italy of the 
last millennium B.a ? Was this a satellite of the Hellenic World or was 

I Literary remain* of the A^ean (i.e. Miooen^HclIedic-Mycenaean) Ctvilixation 
have DOW been deciphered by Michael Ventria, but we ttill know much too little about 
this civilization to juatifv our cUaaifyini it, as Bagby does (in op. cit., p. 169), a* being in 
the ‘secondary’ rather than in the ‘major’ clast. 

a Bagby’t judgement, ibid., that the ‘Syro*Phoenician Civilization’ (my ‘Syriac 
Civilization’) was a secondary one will be contested by many users of the Phoefucian 
alphabet and wonhippera of the Jews’ god. But a conflict of valuations is inevitably 
inconclusive. 

* A aatellite civilization would not, of course, necessarily be leas important or teas 
valuable than the indeji^dent civilization from which it had derived its culture. The 
Russian and Iranian civilizations, jFor exampl^ would figure as satellites, but the Russian 
Civilization could look the Byzantine or the Western in the face without being abashed, 
and equally the Iranian could held its own agairut the Sumero-Akkadian or toe Syriac. 

* Bagby points out, in op. cib, p. lyr, tlut ‘all the surviving civilizations, whether 
iTMjor or secondary, have become peripheral to the Weatem-Buropean within the last 
two hundred years’. In the same sense the Syriac, Egyptiac, Sumero-Akkadian, and 
Itanic civilizations became ‘peripheral’ to the Hellenic m the Post-Alexandrine ^e. 
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it a province of it? In all cases in which we are constrained to draw a 
dividing line at some point in a continuously graded series, there is 
inevitably somethii^ arbitrary and subjective about our decision, what¬ 
ever this may be. 

The next criticism—that my list of ‘arrested civilizations’ is capricious 
—is, I should say, justified. If I had used the phrase ‘examples of 
arrest’ instead of 'arrested civilizations’, I should have escaped this 
criticism and still have made the point that I was trying to make in 
that chapter.* As it is, onW one of my so-called ‘arrested civilizations’, 
the Nomadic, really qualifies for bearing the label ‘civilization*; and the 
Nomadic Civ^zation is in the ‘satellite' class. The 'Osmanlis and the 
Spartans were communities within societies of the species civilizations; 
but these two communities were each a fragment of a civilization; 
neither of them was an entire civilization in itself.^ As for the Esoui- 
meaux, they are a pre-civilizational society. Their culture is high, out 
not up to the civilizational level; and, in so far as they are arrested, they 
are in the situation in which all surviving pre-civilizational societies, of 
all species,^ find themselves today.-* If I had been including societies of 
all species in my survey, I could have taken the pre-civilizational socie¬ 
ties, as a class, as one of my examples of ‘arrest’. Alternatively, con¬ 
fining myself to the ‘civilizational’ species of societies, I could have 
found examples of ‘arrest’ within this field that were complete civiliza¬ 
tions, not fragments of some civilization, as the ‘Osmanlis and the Spar¬ 
tans were. I could have cited all those civilizations that, after entering 
into a universal state, have been caught in a monotonous round of re¬ 
current avatars of it. But the eventual arrest of the societies in these two 
categories is not the most significant feature in their histories, and there¬ 
fore it would be misleading to label them as ‘arrested civilizations’ simply 
on account of their having been arrested in the last phase of their 
careers. The phenomenon of ‘arrest’ is, I should still say, in itself a 
significant aspect of human affairs. I should also still say that the four 
examples that I took as my illustrations of it are all instructive. But, as 
these examples show, the phenomenon of‘arrest’ can be illustrated with¬ 
out introducing a class of ‘arrested civilizations* into the classification 

* iii. 

* W. Giiriio putt a fair question when he asks whether Sparta is mteUigible apart 
from the rest of Hellss (Th 4 Rtvmo of PoHtia, vol. 4, No. 4 (October, 1941), p. 513). 
The asine point is made by J. Vogf in Satcuhm, No. a (i 9 St)i PP< S? 7 r 74 - All the same, 
a community is on the wav to becocnina a separate sodeqr, with a distinctive civilization 
of ita own, when it has fallen out of step with the rest of its former socie^. Examples of 
this can be found in the modem chapter of the history of the Western Civiltzsdon. The 
Csstilian and Portueuese-spealdng peoples, both in the Ibcrisn Peninsula and in the 
Americas, took part only parrJally and half-heartedly in the gMcral Western spiritual 
revolution towara the end of the seventeenth century. In the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries the Pruasiana did not share in the general change of feeling about the institu¬ 
tion of war that began to come over other Western pe^Iea in that age. These other 
Weatemers came more and more to regard war as oeing a baibaroua and criminal 
anachronism. The Prussians continued to glorify it. These divergences made other 
Westerners be|^ to look upon the Iberian pcoplea as being Dor\ Quixote, and to look 
upon the Prusuans as being neo-barbarians’—redoubtable but at thesame time atrocious. 
*100 Spartans were the Prusstsns of the Hellenic World, and from the time when they 
developed their peculiar irutitutiona they began to be looked at askance by other 
Hellenes. 

s Different species of pre-civilizational societies have been noticed on pp. 327-43- 

* See i. 179. 
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of societies of this species. I shall therefore now drop this class out of 
my schedule. 

As for my list of abortive civilizations, I agree that this was incom¬ 
plete. Bagby is right in saying* that it was illogical not to have included 
Ae Monophysite Christian Civilization in this category when I had 
included the Nestorian. Here, again, as in compiling a list of ‘satellite* 
civilizations, we need an objective criterion. An abortive civilization 
might be defined as one whose adherents have tried and failed to per¬ 
form some particular role which has afterwards been performed suc¬ 
cessfully by the adherents of some other civilization. When this happens, 
the first of the two competii^ civilizations is eclipsed. It either dis¬ 
appears completely or survives as a remnant in holes and corners. For 
instance, the Nestorian and Monophysite Christian civilizations were 
two successive attempts to shake off an Hellenic ascendancy over the 
Christian Church and the Roman Empire. This ascendancy had become 
an anachronism in the fifth century of the Christian Era, in a world in 
which, by then, the former Syriac and Hellenic cultures had blended 
into a ‘compost* that had become the common ctilture of all the former 
Syriac and Hellenic peoples except the Jews and the Samaritans. 
However, neither the Nestorians nor the Monophysites proved strong 
^ough to get the better of the Hellenic ‘Imperialists’ (Melchites). 
The Nestorians were driven out of the Roman Empire; the Mono¬ 
physites were driven underground. The enterprise which they had 
tried and failed to carry out was eventually achieved by the Muslims. 
In conscquMce the Syriac-Hellenic ‘culture-compost’ produced an 
Islamic Civilization, while the Nestorians and Monophysites have sur- 
vived ody in diaspori or in fastnesses.* Wherever we find that one 
civilization has been supplanted by another, this gives us a clue. Any 
supplanted dvilization is a potential candidate for a place on the list of 
the dvilizations that have b^ abortive. 

We have next to take account of the changes—mainly due to the 
further progress of archaeological discovery—in our picture of the 
historical facts. 

One ^ch change has been a revision of our former estimate of the 
i^ative importance of the different provinces of this or that dvilization. 
^ere are cases in which some particular province formerly loomed 
l^gc because we were comparatively well-informed about it In some 
of these cases the relative prominence of this once disproportionately 

* In op. cie., p. 179. 

Monophjriiw dinpoTii todsy *re tbe Copt* in Egypt tnd the Anne- 

priaap*! turw^g Monophysite 
pUte*u. the TOr ‘Abdin. and the Republic of EwSi « 
Aftnpi^ pl*te*u. The Nestoiws had * fastness in the 
uprooted and expeUed from there by the 
wJf Nestorian «iij*pori has found ■ new 

in Chicago, and P«triarch of the Nestorian Church hu settled there. In the 

“ they had not become Monophysitet, and the Nestorian diaspora 
^ of the Tigris to the west coast oAe 
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conspicuous province has now diminished because we have become 
better acquainted with its neighbour provinces and have become more 
aware of the contribution to its and their common civilizations that they, 
too, made. 

A classical example of a change of perspective produced by the pro¬ 
gress of archaeological discovery is the change in our picture of Israel 
and Judah in the Syriac World. In a.d. 1961 it was less than a hundred 
years since the archaeological exploration of the Syriac World had 
begun,* and considerably less than that in most of its provinces other 
than Palestine. Before that the character and history of the Syriac 
Civilization had been known almost exclusively from one source, and 
therefore also almost exclusively in terms of the picture that this source 
presented. This once virtually unique source was the literature of the 
Israelites and the Jews, and this literature naturally gave Israel and 
Judah the beau role and put their neighbours in an unfavourable light. 
This distortion of the truth through the prejudices of one sole surviving 
literary source is now being progressively rectified by the disinterment 
of the material remains left by other communities of the Syriac World. 
When the disinterred artefacts include literary texts, such as the clay 
tablets, inscribed in the fourteenth century B.c. with Phoenician religious 
poems, that have been discovered at Ras ash-Shamrah, the rectification 
of the traditional picture can be considerable. In the case in point we 
can hardly expect to see the non-Israelite Syriac communities completely 
rehabilitated, whatever further successes may be in store for archaeo¬ 
logical explorers in this field. The surviving literature of the Israelites 
and the Jews is not only magnificent; it has been entrenched in a posi¬ 
tion of priviWe through having become the holy scriptures of both 
Judaism and Christianity. We may therefore guess that no amount of 
relevant new archaeological discoveries could ever reduce ‘the People 
of the Book’ in the sight of posterity to their true proportionate stature. 
All the same, even in this field, the progress of archaeological discovery, 
as far as it has yet gone, has already changed the traditional picture 
appreciably. 

The changes in the perspective in which we see the Aegean and Middle 
American worlds seem likely to be more radical. In our former picture 
of these two worlds, Crete in the one case and the Petdn and Usuznacinta 
region in the other enjoyed for a time something of the unique pro- 
minence* that Israel and Judah have enjoyed, and still enjoy, in our 
picture of the Syriac World. This led me, in my original list of full¬ 
blown civilizations, to use the labels ‘Minoan’ and ‘Ma^^* to describe 
two civilizations that, in the light of subsequent archaeological dis¬ 
coveries, I should now prefer to label ‘Aegean’ and ‘Middle American’ 
respectively. 

The disproportionate prominence of the Minoan province of the 
Aegean Civilization and the Central Mayan province of the Middle 
American Civilization was not, of course, ever so strongly entrenched as 
the disproportionate prominence of Israel and Judah in the Syriac World. 
It lacked the two powerful sanctions of antiquity and superstition. 

> See ix. toi. > See pp. 365-6 and 407. 
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The Minoans and the Central Maya had acquired their dispropor¬ 
tionate prominence thanks to an accident in the history of archaeo¬ 
logical discovery. They happened to have been brought into the light 
of modem knowledge earlier than their neighbours; and they were 
placed on a pinnacle by the archaeologists who had been dazzled by 
their discovery of them. But a king-maker always has it in his power to 
dethrone his favourite of yesterday. The archaeologists' temper is apt to 
be as ruthless as their progress is swift, and they have latterly been 
transferring their favours to other provinces that have been more 
recently explored. In the changing archaeological picture of the Aegean 
World, the Minoan province in Crete is now being made to dip its Bag 
to the Helladic province on the mainland. The Mycenaean last phase of 
the Aegean Civilization, which followed the ^1 of Minoan Cnossos and 
which extended over Crete, the Archipelago, and the mainland alike, 
has also been rising once more in relative repute after a period during 
which the brilliance of the Minoan Age of the Aegean Civilization had 
temporarily put the subsequent Mycenaean Age out of countenance. 
There has b^ a similar change in ^e picture of the Middle American 
World. Here, as the achievements of a common Middle American 
Civilization in the Mayan highlands, on the Mexican plateau, and along 
the ‘OIm6ca' sea-board of the Gulf of Mexico have come into view, this 
civilization’s achievements in the Petdn and Usumacinta region have 
become relatively less conspicuous. In the Anatolian archeological 
held we may expect to see Khatti and Kizzuwadna and Troy suffer the 
same change of fortune as Crete and the Petin if the archaeologists who 
have been bringing to light the civilization of Anatolia in the third and 
second millennia B.c. follow up their discoveries in the east and the 
north-west by disinterring the still buried sites in the south-west. They 
have now made a beginning at Beyce Sultan, and their finds here have 
already been remarkable and illuminating. 

These counter-swings of the pendulum may have gone too far. 
Archaeologists are not only apt to be ruthless; ^ey are ^so apt to be 
temperamental and to allow themselves to be unduly swayed by passing 
fashions. Yet, even if their recent revisions of the picture may have to 
be revised in their turn, it seems likely that a picture in which all the 
provinces of a civilization have a place will prove, on the whole, to be 
nearer to the truth than a picture in which one province is starred at the 
expense of the rest. Changes in the picture in this direction therefore 
seem likely to last The changes of tlm kind that I have here mentioned 
have occurred since the years (1927-34) in which I made my notes for 
this book and published the first three volumes. In previous chapters of 
the present volume, I have already taken note of me revisions, on my 
part, that these changes in the archaeological picture require. In this 
chapter I have to make the necessary consequent alterations in my list 
of civilizations. 

The progress of archaeological discovery has also changed the picture 
in another way. It has bridged, or, short of that, has reduced in magni¬ 
tude, certain breaks that appeared to interrupt ^e continuity of history 
in the picture as it used to be. 
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We have already noticed the revision, by later archaeologists, of 
Breasted’s interpretation of the Osirian reUeion as a spiritual force that 
was both revolutionary and proletarian.* TWs change of interpretation 
has made the continuity of Egyptiac history look stUl more closely knit 
than it looked already. The continuity of history in North China and 
in Middle America has similarly been underlined by the progress of 
archaeological discovery. The decipherment of the inscriptions on the 
‘oracle bones* discovered in North China at Anyang, the latest capital 
of the Shang, has shown that the script which the Shang were using in 
the thirteenth century b.c. was identical with the script still in use in 
China today. In the Shang version of this script, the characters retain, 
of course, older forms, but the present forms seem to have developed 
out of the Shang forms without any break in continuity.* This dis¬ 
covery brings out the continuity of the history of civilization in China 
from the Shang Age down to the present day. It is a piece of archaeo¬ 
logical evidence that supports the testimony of the ensuing Chou Age’s 
literary tradition. According to this, the Shang people and culture sur¬ 
vived the Chou conquest in an asylum in the state of Sung. There was, 
no doubt, a certain break in continuity between the Shang Age and the 
Chou Age, and this break was due to the same cause as the more violent 
break in the Aegean basin between the Aegean Civilization and the sub¬ 
sequent Hellenic Civilization, and in India between the Indus Civiliza¬ 
tion and the subsequent Indie Civilization. In all these three cases alike, 
an established civilization suffered the impact of a barbarian Vdlker- 
wanderung. There is therefore something arbitrary and subjective in a 
judgement that puts one of these three cases in a different category from 
the other two. Yet an assessment of all the relevant facts known to us in 
each of the three cases docs seem to lead to the conclusion that, in the 
Chinese case, the break of continuity ^vas not great enough to warrant 
us in classifying the sequel as the history of a new civilization, whereas, 
in the Indian and Aegean cases, the break was so strongly pronounced 
that it would be misleading to treat the sequels as being epilogues to the 
histories of the previous civilizations rather than as being the histories 
of new civilizations. 

In our picture of Middle American history, similarly, the break in 
continuity at the close of the ‘Classic’ Age loolu less sharp, now that we 
can view it in the light of recent archaeological discoveries, than it 
looked when our only sources of information were the legends conveyed 
in enigmatic pictori^ codices or recounted at second hand by Spanish 
investigators after the Spanish conquest. This literary evidence suggested 

I See p. 550, footnotes a and 3, snd the references there to earlier patsages. 

> On Uie other hand, the scripts of the Aegean Civiliaadock and the Indus Civilisation 
passed out of currency when these civilizations disappeared fexcept for the stuvival of 
versions of the Aegean script in a few outlying places, particularly Cyprui). In both the 
Aegean basin and India there seems to have been a subsequent periM, lasting for some 
centuric^ during; which the arc of writing vras unknown, or at feast in disuse. When it 
was revived, tha came about through trw introduction, from abroad, of a new script 
that bad no historical relation to the last one. An Alexandrian Hellenic scholar of t^ 
third or second century B.C., whose mother-tongue was Greek but who wrote this in an 
alphabet of Phoenician origin, would not have had any better a start than Ventris had for 
deciphering inscriptions of the Mycenaean Age written in the Greek language in the 
Minoan 'I-inear v script. 
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that, down to the end of the Classic Age, civilization in Middle 
America had been confined to the Central Mayan area (the Pet^n and 
Usumacinta region), and that it was only in the Post-classic Age that it 
radiated from there northwards into Yucatan, north-westwards on to 
the Mexican plateau, and southwards into the Guatemalan highlands. 
Seen through this literary lens, Yucatan, for example, looked like new 
ground that had not been occupied by any civilization before the Post- 
classic Age, and that was then occupied for the first time by Maya 
emigrants from the abandoned Central May^ area, followed by Toltec 
emigrants from the Mexican plateau. This picture suggested that there 
had been a Mayan Civilization in the Central Mayan area, and that the 
disintegration of this had been followed by the rise of two affiliated 
civilizations, one in Yucatan and the other on the Mexican plateau. 
This sketch of the configuration of the history of civilization in Middle 
America has now been proved wrong by changes in the picture that are 
results of the progress of archaeologic^ discovery. We now know that 
civilization started as early on the Mexican plateau and in the Guate¬ 
malan highlands as in the Central Mayan area, and perhaps still earlier 
along the 'Oim6ca* sea-board of the Gulf of Mexico. We also now know 
that the Central Mayan variant of the Classic phase of the Middle 
American Civilization spread into Yucatan immediately after it had 
taken shape at Tikdl and Uaxactun. The Post-classic Mayan variant of 
the Middle American Civilization thus turns out to have been a sur¬ 
vival, not a new creation. 

These archaeological discoveries lead to the conclusion that, in the 
history of civilization in Middle America, unity and continuity override 
discontinuity and diversity. This does not mean that there were no 
provincial idiosyncracies and no breaks in continuity. One such break 
was produced by the cumulative effects of the mysterious abandonment 
of the Classic sites and the subsequent irruption of waves of Chichimec 
barbarians—first a Toltec wave and later an Aztec one—from the 
northern hinterland of Middle America on to the Mexican plateau and 
then on, beyond that, into Yucatan. This particular break in continuity 
still looks considerable. At the same time, it now no longer looks con¬ 
siderable enough to justify the view that, at this point in Middle 
American history, an old civilization disappears and two new civilizations 
arise. On balance, it now seems more instructive to treat the whole of 
Middle American history as being the history of a single civilization. 

We are now in a position to draw up our revised list of civilizations. 
This works out as follows. 

I. FulUbloien ChnUacations 

A. Independent dviUzations 

Unrelated to Others 

Middle American* 

Andean 

* Thu coven not only the ‘Meyin’, 'Mexic', end ‘Yucetec’ dvilixetions thet figure in 
the ori^el list, but tUo the Clsssie phase of Middle American on the Mexican plateau 
and in Yucatan and in the Guatema^ highlands, which was left out of account In the 
original list. 
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UnaffiUattd to Others 
Siimero-Akkadian^ 

Egyptiac 

Aegean* 

Indus 

Sink* 

AffiUated to Others {first batch) 

S^ac (to Sumero-Akkadian, Egyptiac, Aegean, and Hittite) 

Hellemc (to Aegean) 

Indie* (to Indus) 

Affiliated to Others {second batch) 

Orthodox Christian) 

Western I (to both Syriac and Hellenic) 

Islamic I 


B. Satellite Civiliaations 

‘So^wScni’*) Middle American) 

North Andean®) / r * j x 
South ^dcan’l (“f Andean) 

? ^amite (of Sumero- Akkadian ) 

Hittite (of Sumem-Akka di an) 

? Urartian (of Sumero>Akkadian) 

Iranian (first of Sumero-Akkadian, then of Syriac) 

Korean ] 

Japanese (of Sinic) 

Vietnamianj 
Pltalic* (of Hellenic) 

** **>« Sumenc Cmliutioo of the oriffiiul list 
phMe of the duonctive dviliation of the lower 

in “ '*■ AwhurbtnipaJ’i librtir wt. ettSd wiSTSS 

lILJSf of it. But h w^, neveSeJ^ be 
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of £e ■ cMlwtion that did not l«e it. identity tUl thefoat 

» Thia cp^ not only the ‘Minoan* CWlixation of the original lilt, but alw the eon 
J 7 »£* M**® Cidliaation in (^tinental European Greece 

'Minout' and ‘HellaSc\ ^ ’ 

original liat, but alao the ‘Far 

* CmCo^f vola. vii-*. 

OriSlrion!^ <^»'^«>««oftheorigift.l list, but al»j the‘Hindu’ 

St,‘ti*’ * eiviliaation in w^t is now the South-Wett of the United 

Civilaauon waa so great that it aeema more matructive to regard It^aa having been, 
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South-East Asian (Erst of Indie, then, in Indonesia and Malaya only, 
of Islamic) 

Tibetan’ (of Indie) 

Russian (first of Orthodox Christian, then of Western)* 


II. Abortive Civilizations 

First Syriac* (eclipsed by Egyptiac) 

Nestorian Christian^ (eclipsed by Islamic) 

Monophysite Christian (eclipsed by Islamic) 

Far Western Christian* (eclipsed by Western) 

Scandinavian* (eclipsed by Western) 

Medieval Western City-State Cosmos (eclipsed by Modern Wes¬ 
tern) 


The accompanying chart^ displays the time-spans of all the civiliza¬ 
tions included in this revised list, except for those possible satellite 
civilizations whose claims to rank as separate civilizations seem dubious.^ 


in thi* « province of the Hellenic World rather than a satellite of it. The Hellenic 
Civilisation did acquire satellites, but not dll the Post-AIexandiine age. In that age the 
Sumero-Akkadian, Egypdac, ana Syriac civilindons became satellites of the Hwenic 
Civilisation before they lost their identities. As a con^uence of bavins drawn the 
Syriac Civilisation into its held, the Hellenic Civilisadon lost its own ioendty in an 
Hetlenie-Syriac cultural amalgam. 

I Including the Mongol and Calmuck converts to the Tibetan fonn of Mahayana 
Buddhitm. 

> The Ruaaian Civilisadon was not the only one that had been drawn into the held 
of the Western Civilisadon since the closing decades of the seventeenth century. Two 
of the non-Russian Orthodox Christian peoples—the Greeks and the Serbs—began to 
Westernize as early oa the Russians. Since men. one non-Weatern society after another 
had followed in the Russians’ wake. Indeed, in 1061 it might have been hard to find 
any living non-Westem society, either of the civtiizadooal or of the pre-civilizadonal 
kind, that had not become a satellite of the Western Civilisadon in some degree. This 
relation between them and the West might, however, turn out to have bera only a 
passing phase, to judn by what happened after the Synac Civilisadon had been drawn 
into the field of tM HeUenic. In the li^ht of this historical precedent it seemed possible 
that the ctvilissdons of the West and its satellites would blend into a new oecumenical 
civilisation drawing contributions front all of them. * See ti. 38S-91. 

* This is, as Bagby points out in op. cit., p. 179, the abortive civilization laMled 
‘Far ]^tem Christian’ in my original list. 

< In an unpublished paper on my work, under the title 'Betrachtungen Qber Arnold 
J. Toynbees Deutung dcs Menschhettsgeschehens’, O. HiSver Questions whether I am 
right in classifying the Par Western Christian and the Scandinavian Civilization as 
having bMn atiorwe. He points out that both civilizationa had a long history behind 
them. I agree, but, as I see it, Ireland before the fifth century of the Christian Era and 
Scandinavia t^ore the ninth century were still in the pre-civilizational stsge. See also 
eundem: ‘BuchfOhrung und Bilans der Weitgeschichte in neuer Sicht: Zu A. Toynbees 
Deutung dea FrOhzcitlichen Menschengts^ehena’, in ZtiUchrift fOr und 

Geutttgitehiehu, Jahr^ng a, Heft 3 (1949/50), pp. 247-59. 

* On p. 559- 

r In each case the pre-univenal-state phase of the civilization, if there was such a 
phase (and in most cases there was), has been marked in a different stipple from the 
xmivcrsal-state phase, if the dvilisation in question ever entered into that phase. For this 
ptirpose the xmiversal-state phase has been taken as including all successive avatars of 
the original universal state, in cases in which this was reconstituted cither once, or more 
than once, after a temporary lapse, or repeated temporary lapses, into political diaunity. 
In cases (e.g. those of the Aegean Civilintion and the Indus Civilization) in which we 
do not know wh^her the society did or did not ever enter into the universal-state phase, 
this civilisation's total time-span has been marked uniformly in a different stipple again. 

In cases of affiliation the interreraum between the submergence of the antecedent 
civilisation and the emergence of tne affiliated civilization has been included in the 
time-spans of both civilizations, insteod of being excluded from both. This has been 


XIX. THE NEXT LEDGE 


1 


I N earlier volumes of this book^ I have compared the situatioa of I 

mankind in the present age to a climber’s pitch. Below us lies the I 

ledge that our pre-human ancestors reached in the act of becoming 
human. In the Age of the Civilizations mankind has been making a 
number of attempts to scale the cliff-face that towers up from the ledge 
reached by Primitive Man. The next ledge above, unlike the ledge im- i 

mediately below, is invisible to climbers who are striving to reach it. < 

All that they know is that they feel compelled to risk their necks in the < 

hope of gaining this next ledge and in the faith that the endeavour is worth 
while. 

This simile is a myth in the Platonic usage of the word.* Frankfort 
has pointed out* that I have not arrived at it empirically: that is to say, 
not by induction from observed phenomena. The same point has been 
made, not ad hoimnem but in general terms, by Erdmann.^ The problem 
of ‘Historismus’ cannot, Erdmann contend, be solved by the progress 
of the social sciences. The Geuteszoissenschaftm (studies in the field of 
human affairs) are merely the anterooms of history; and Ernst Troeltsch 
recognized, as Erdmann here recalls, that 'Historismus' is *a problem 
that points to something beyond itself {ein uber sick hinaustoeisendes \ 

Problem)\ In this phrase Troeltsch is indicating the point at which Plato, 
whenever he reat^es it, resorts to a myth deliberatdy. Myths are unen¬ 
lightening if they do not transcend experience, and unwarrantable if 
they contradict it My myth of the climber's pitch is, I should say, in 
accord with mankind’s experience in the Age of the Civilizations. The 
civilizations themselves are movements; they are purposeful movements 
aiming at an objective; and they are not the only movements of the 
kind in the span of human history that is within our ken. They were 
preceded by a series of earlier new departures in which mankind’s pace 
gradually accelerated and its impetus slowly gathered momentum. 
Moreover, within less than two thousand five hundred years of the date 
of the emergence of the earliest of the civilizations, the earliest of the 

done in order to nuke it clear that the dme-tpani of the two cmluatiofu overlapped 
below th« aurfice. 

The time-apam of the five Chriftian and Islamic cmlizationa have been reckoned aa 
•tartina from the date at which lalam and each of the four main Chriitian aecta began 
to make maaa-conveiaiona. Tlie atarting'datea of the Chriatian and lahimie driliaationa 
have, of eourae, to be diaeinguiahed clwljr from the itarting-datea of the two religions 
Cbriatienity end lalam themaelvea. During the first three or four centuriea of theae two 
religiona’ exiatence, which were their formative centuriea, their adherents amounted 
numerically to no mote than a diatpori scattered among a m^oritjr that ptofeaaed other 
reJimona: and the religion of a minority cannot provide the framework or baais for a 
civuixation. The eventual maas*conveniona made the emergence of Christian and Islamic 
civilixationa possible for the first time. The Islamic diaipori became a ruling minority 
within twen^ years of the Hijrah, whereas the Christian dtasnorl remained a subject 
minoritv until not much less than three hundred years after ue Crucifixion. But thia ; 

politicsl difference is not to the point. The religion of s ruling minority is no more capable ' 

than the religion of a su^ect minority it of terviu as the matrix of a new civilization. 

In the age in which the tJmayyad and 'Abbasid Criiphate was at its zenith, there was 
an Islamic political power but not yet an Islanrie soeiety constituting a ctviliation. 

« i. i 9 a- 4 { U** »- 3 ' • See pp. 250-2, 

> H. Frankfort in The Birth CmBxaiion in the Near Bast, pp. 35-26. 

* K. D. Erdmann in Arehtv fOr Kulturgesdtiehte, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2 (1951), 
pp. 181-2. 



THE NEXT LEDGE 563 

higher religions appeared and, in appearing, stepped up the impetus to 
a still higher degree. After the World had suffered the shock of the First 
World War, Smuts remarked' that ‘the tents have been struck and the 
great caravan of humanity is once more on the march’. This was true 
of the generation of which it was said; but it is no less true of all pre¬ 
vious generations of which there is any surviving record. 

Though the goal of mankind’s continuous and increasing endeavours 
is still hidden below our horizon, we know, nevertheless, what it is. 
We can discern it, without having to divine the future, by looking 
inwards; for man^nd’s goal is written large in the constitution of 
human nature. What changed our pre-human ancestors into human 
beings like ourselves was the acquisition of consciousness and will.^ 
These two spiritual faculties are human nature’s distingubhing marks; 
and their character is ambivalent. They are both a treasure that gives us 
hope and a burden that puts us in peril. Their emergence in I^n has 
split the unity of the Universe, and broken its harmony, for every 
conscious, wilful, human soul. The price of human knowledge and free¬ 
dom is an intellectual and a moral relativity. Each of us sees the Uni¬ 
verse divided between himself and all the rest of it; and each of us seeks 
to make himself the centre round which all the rest shall revolve. This 
constitution of human nature sets human nature’s goal. Its goal is to 
transcend the intellectual and moral limitations that its relativity im¬ 
poses on it. Its intellectual goal is to see the Universe as it is in the sight 
of God, instead of seeing it with the distorted vision of one of God’s 
self-centred creatures. Human nature’s moral goal is to make the self’s 
will coincide with God’s will, instead of pursuing self-regarding pur¬ 
poses of its own. 

Few, if any, human souls have been entirely unaware of this goal or 
entirely indifferent to it. The saints have dedicated themselves to the 
pursuit of it, and some saints have come within a hair’s breadth of 
attaining it—as it has seemed to spectators of ordinary spiritual stature, 
though never to the spiritual athletes themselves. The value of the 
goal lies in the goal itself; and therefore the goal cannot be attained 
unless it is pursued for its own sake. But, since the wages of sin is 
death,^ and this truth is continually being attested by experience, 
there has always been a utilitarian incentive, as well as a disinterested 
motive, for conduct that, when disinterested, is righteous. In our day 
this utilitarian consideration has become pressing, owing to a sudden 
immense increase in the power that knowledge and freedom have been 
accumulating in human hands. The human power that has increased is 
not a human soul’s power over itself. There is no evidence of any in¬ 
crease in that within the time over which our records extend. So far as 

> J. C. Smuts: Th« Leagtu 0/ Nations: A Practical Snggtttion (London 1918, Hodder 
& Stoughton), p. 71. .... 

* The reality of human freedom u reeonuzed by people who differ widely from oach 
other in their account of it. 'The rationalists will . . . admit, probably, that, within 
certain bioiogical limits, Man is free. This freedom, however, is not, to them, the free¬ 
dom of “thcTsw of God”, nor is it evidence of the intervention of anything supernatural 
in human affriia. This freedom is a biologica phenomenon, purely and simply (M. 
Savelle in Ths Paeijic Historical Pamra, vol. xxv, No. i (February, 1956), pp. 

s Rom. vi. 33. 



564 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
one can guess, h uma n beings are no better, and saints are no more 
frequent, in the present-day world than they will have been in, let us 
say, the Lower Palaeolithic Age. The power that has been accumulating 
and increasing is collective power over both human souls and non- 
human nature. Now that mankind’s collective power is within sight of 
becoming able to extinguish all human life, and perhaps all life of any 
kind on the face of the planet, the works of righteousness are being 
demanded of us urgently, not only for their own sake, but by our con¬ 
cern for self-preservation. 

For approaching this objective we might seem to have a choice 
between two roads: one rough and narrow, the other smooth and broad. 
The hard way of doing the works of righteousness is to be righteous. 
It is hard, but it is unquestionably open, since it is the way that is 
followed by the saints. The easy way would be to be ‘conditioned’ to be 
incapable of choosing to do anything else. This is the way of the social 
insects on Earth—or of the angels in Heaven if we prefer to speak the 
language of Christian mythology. Till within living memory this bee- 
like or angelic way of doing righteous acts willy-ndly was not open to 
the human race. The possibility of ‘conditioning’ human souls, like the 
possibility of genocide, has appeared above Man’s horizon within our 
own life-dme. When Aldous Huxley’s Brave Neto World was published 
in 1932, the notion of ‘brain-washing’ was still little more than an anti- 
Utopian flight of fancy. By 1961 it had become part of mankind’s ever¬ 
growing repertory 01 accomplishments. Considering that these two 
portentous new crimes—genocide and ‘conditioning*—had become 
feasible simultaneously, mankind might be strongly tempted to seek 
security against genocide by acquiescing in ‘conditioning’. If it were a 
question of choosing between ^e two evils, it would be difficult for 
human beings to decide that the self-annihilation of their own race was 
the lesser ev^ of the two. To be ‘conditioned’ would be likely to seem a 
less terrible option than to be extinguished; and, even if ‘conditioning’ 
were not commended by presenting itself as the only practical alterna¬ 
tive to extinction,* it would have an attraction in itself for beings saddled 
with the burden of consciousness and will. This burden, injierent in 
human nature, is a grievous one. We are born with it on our backs; and 
it condemns us to serve a life-sentence of tension and struggle. If we 
could get rid of it, we could relax and rest. And, if the power to get rid 
of it has now at last come within our reach, why should we not avail 
ourselves of it ? The burden has been imposed on us without our leave 
being asked. What obligation have we to go on putting up with it when 
once we have learnt how to relieve ourselves of it? The attraction of 
‘conditioning’ is akin to the attraction of drugs and intoxicants. 

I It on abo conuDtnd itself insidiously by msstmerading u its own antitheau: self- 
deterxninstion. F. A. Hayek makes the Mint that tne demand for conscious central or 
direction of social puipoea means, in enect, a demand for giving some single mind and 
will the control over all others. It means this, in Hay^’a view, b^use ^"conscious" 
and “deliberate'* are terms which have meaning only when ajyplied to individuals’ {The 
ComttT’IUvclution ^ Stitnee, p. 87}. There is, howe'w, surely the alternative poasibiUry 
that a conseioua and deliberate control may be exercis^ jointly by a numbo of mino 
and wills achieving and maintaining agreement with each ewer. If this were not poeaible, 
there could be no such thing as human society. For this, unlike insect society, is not a 
product of automatic instmedve behaviour. 
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One specious argument in favour of submitting to being ‘conditioned’ 
would be that, after all, this would not be an entirely new departure. 
Should we be doing anything more novel or more questionable than 
just carrying to its logicd conclusion a human practice that must be as 
old as, or older than, mankind itself? Human society may be incon¬ 
ceivable without conscious and deliberate agreement, but it is also 
hardly conceivable without the bond of habit; and, if it is true that our 
pre-human ancestors could hardly have managed to become human 
beings without having been social animals already/ habit must always 
have been one of the key-institutions of human life. Our habits are 
inculcated by our education. This, taken in the broad sense, is a life¬ 
long social drill. It teaches us to perform by mimesis, without reasoning 
why, all kinds of acts that we should never have dreamed of if we had 
been left to ourselves.* Between drilling and ‘conditioning’ is there any 
great gulf? Could not ‘conditioning’ be fairly described as being soci^ 
drill t^t is made in^libly effective by being given a final twist to clinch 
it? 

This argument is rebutted by a series of counter-considerations. It 
may be true that human beings have not been able to maintain society 
without having recourse to mimesis and inculcating it by social drill. 
But the road leading to sociality by mimesis is a short cut; and the fact 
that it may have been difficult to avoid taking it cannot blind us to the 
further fact that mimesis has been one of society’s dangerous weak¬ 
nesses.* Mimesis is dangerous for the reason for which it is convenient. 
It partially anaesthetizes our human faculties of thinking and choosing, 
and this can dislocate a human society by paralysing human nature. If 
mimesis can work this havoc, ‘conditioning’ must be banefiil d fortiori. 
For the difference between ‘conditioning’ and social drill is one of those 
differences of degree that amount to differences in kind. 

Most of the social drill that has made the wheels of society go round 
has, at most times and places, been largely spontaneous and unorganized. 
Even where it has b^n applied consciously and deliberately, as, for 
instance, in commercial advertising, in religious indoctrination and 
ritual, and in the literal military drilling of the Spartan or the Prussian 
parade-ground, it has not had the power to produce an irreversible 
change in human nature. The cake of custom, formed by social drill, 
can be broken, and, when it is, human nature emerges intact. To break 
it in defiance of strong public feeling in its favour requires, no doubt, 
the courage and resoluteness of a hero; but the saints and the martyrs 
have successfully risen to the occasion; and ordinary human beings 
have found it easy to break the cake when they have escaped from the 
social environment in which it has been formed. The Spartan abroad 
was notoriously prone to react against his Lycurgean training by going 
to extremes of licentiousness; and thousands of Germans who have 
emigrated to the United States after having been put through the mill of 
the Prussian Army have become admirable citizens of a democratic com¬ 
munity. By contrast, the objective of ‘conditioning’ is to deprive human 
beings permanently of their capacity to think and to will, and, since this 

< S«e I. 173. > See i. igt-i and uL 245-8 and 373. > See iv. 119-33. 
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is the capacity that makes us human, for good or for evil, ‘conditioning' 
is an attempt to destroy human nature itself. Perhaps we do not yet 
know enough about its results, up to date, to be able to tell whether or 
not its aim is actually attainable. We do know, however, that this has 
been the aim of its practitioners in our time; and we also know that the 
new science of psychology has equipped ^em with devilish devices 
which, in the past, were not at the drill-secgeant’s, priest’s, or advertiser’s 
disposal. 

Therefore we should stop and think, not just twice but many times, 
before we decide to commit ourselves to this psychological technique. 
This may look like a heaven-sent engine for hoisting us on to the ledge 
above us before the new military technique of genocide has had time to 
annihilate us. Yet the ledge on which 4 ie tet^que of ‘conditioning’ 
would deposit us would turn out not to be the one above our last ledge. 
That last ledge was the ledge that we reached in the act of becoming 
human. We should now find ourselves on the ledge below that: the ledge 
reached by our ancestors when they became pre-human animals: the 
ledge, in fact, on which the social insects are stUl marooned. Instead of 
having taken a quick step up, we should have taken two quick steps 
down. The psychological machine that we had mistaken for an elevator 
would have proved to be a dejector. 

A student of the social insects has thrown out an interesting sugges¬ 
tion.* The stupendous altruistic social acts that are performed wiUy- 
nilly by the social insects as we know them may have been originally 
performed, by these ‘conditioned’ creatures’ remote ancestors, as acts 
of free choice, guided by rational thought. In Hingston’s mind this 
idea was perhaps no more than a;>u d’esprit; but a myth about a non¬ 
human order of living beings may throw light on mankind’s past, as 
well as on our pKissible future. If it is true that our ancestors had 
become social animals before they became human beings endowed with 
consciousness and will, these pre-human social animab must have been 
‘conditioned’ to perform their social functions, as the non-human social 
animals—bees, ants, and termites—still are. The act that turned our 
ancestors into human beings must have been a victorious revolt against 
their hereditary spiritual bondage. It must, in fact, have been a successful 
assertion of a previously undreamed-of freedom to think and to choose; 
and these are the faculties that we now recognize as being the distinctive 
characteristics of human nature. 

And what about the mythical history of the angels? Christian 
mythology represents the angels as doing God’s will willy-nilly, like 
the sod^ insects. But it also tells the story of a war in Heaven, when 
Satan rebelled against God and Satan’s fellow angels took sides either 
with God or with the rebel. This story presupposes that, at the time of 
Satan’s rebellion, angels possessed the freedom of choice t^t is possessed 
by human beings. Are these two pieces of angelology to be reconciled by 
supposing that the loyal angels were rewarded by being made immune, 
thencefo^, against Ae possibility of committii^ Satan’s sin ? If their 

* Hilton: ProbUm e/ Instvut and InttUigenea (London 1928, Arnold), 

p. aoe, quoted in lu. 108. 
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nature was indeed changed in this way, was that truly a reward ? Would 
it not be nearer the truth to call it a preventive penalization ? Regarded 
from a human standpoint, it would look like a spiritual mutilation that 
deprived the loyal angels of their greatest previous spiritual treasure. 
And, if the fallen angels preserved their anthropoid spiritual freedom, 
did not this more than compensate them for having been cast down from 
Heaven into the Abyss ? Are not these free fallen angels in Hell on a 
spiritually higher ledge than their fellows who have remained in Heaven 
at the price of being ‘conditioned*? Anyway, free angels, even though 
fallen, are nearer akin, spiritually, to us human beings than ‘conditioned’ 
angels arc. Self-respecting human beings will assuredly endorse Zaehner’s 
dictum' that ‘Man is not an angel, and, in seeking to be one, he deprives 
himself of something that is essential to his being*. 

The freedom of the human self is a curse inasmuch as it is the source 
of spiritual evil in Man, but at the same time it is an inestimable treasure 
inasmuch as it is also the only source, in Man, of spiritual good. We 
recognize its value for us when we find ourselves under threat of being 
deprived of it. To be ‘conditioned’ is a fatal evil in itself, even if our 
‘unconditioned* fellow human being who is 'conditioning* us is doing 
this in all good faith, not in order to serve his own self-centred ends, but 
in order to make our wills compulsorily conform to God’s will as our 
human ‘conditioner’ sees it.^ God’s \^1 cannot be done by human 
beings at some other human being’s dictation. Each of us has to try to 
discover for himself, through his own travail and at his own peril, what 
God’s will for him is. And, since Man is a social being, each individual’s 
peril and travail is also peril and travail for his fellow men. This is the 
inalienable privilege and penalty of being human.^ We can escape it only 
by giving up being human, and human nature revolts against attempts 
to constrain it to make this renunciation. In the past, would-be tyrants 
have often been baffled by encountering something intractable in their 
intended victims. Fortunately for mankind, human nature is more 
mulish than it is sheep-like. This has been a saving human quality; but, 
until our day, our mulish human nature has never had to face the new 
psychologic^ weapon that a present-day tyrant wields. In this new 
situation we may have to fight with all our strength to defend and pre¬ 
serve the freedom of our personalities which is our human birthright. 
We hold this precious gift not as owners but as trustees. Our free selves 
are ours to be used by us, not for self-centred purposes of our own, but 

> R. C. Zaehner: /It Sundry Timts (London X9^8, Pab«r), p. 168. 

* Actually, a ‘conditioner’ who it atneerely trymg to ‘conoition’ hit fellow human 
beion to do God’t will mutt have e telf-contrawccory rtotioo of what God’t will it. 
Thc^condidoner* himself will be ‘unconditioned’txAyPoxAen. If he himself were not ttUl 
in possession of his native human conaciousnesa and will, he would be unable either to 
set himself his objective of ‘condidonins’ his fellow humsn betnn or to woric towards it. 
But he cannot reasonably suppose thst God wills him and his fellow human creatures to 
be different from each other tn kind. What is good for one must be good for the rest 
where what is in quesdon is the fundamental structure of human nsture. Therefore, on 
the ‘condidoner’s' own premisses, God must will the 'condtdoncr' to be ‘condidoned’ 
like his intended victims, and must therefore will him to be incapable of carrying out 1^ 
self-conferred mission; or, altemsdvely, God must will the ‘condidoner’s’ intended vic- 
dms, as well as the ‘condidoner’ himself, to be ‘uncondidoned’, and must therefore disap¬ 
prove of the *condidoner*a’ aim. 

> See E. Gatstcr in DU Ntu4 Rundschau, 13. Heft (Winter, 1949), PP* >40 ond X4X' 
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in God’s service. The angels’ and the social insects’ involuntary way is 
not the way for human lyings. 

If this is our decision, it commits us to the other alternative. Human 
beings will have to try to follow the way of the saints; and this is hard 
indeed. A human being who enters on it is involving himself in a 
perpetual stru^le and exposing himself to perpetual danger;' and, even 
at the price ofthis tribulation, the seeker’s goal will never be reached 
to the seeker’s satisfaction. It cannot be, because a human beii^ who 
rises to sainthood does not undergo a spiritual mutation. He does not 
become a creature of another species.* The distinctive characteristics of 
human nature are the freedom of the human consciousness and the 
human will; and this freedom is a saint’s, as well as an ordinary human 
being’s, spiritual instrument. The goal of a saint’s endeavour is, not to 
sterilize his spiritual freedom, but to put it to work in God’s service. 
This service is perfect freedom if it is perfectly performed; but the saint 
will be painhiUy aware of the gulf—invisible to ordinary human eyes— 
between his acldevcment and bis ideal of perfection. As Berkovitz has 
well said ,3 there is perfection neither in this world nor in any other, 
but only in God; and this means that a human soul’s—even a saint’s 
soul’s— 4 ght with self-centredness will be unceasing. 

If this is the truth, it tells us that the next ledge, if we succeed in 
reaching it, will not be a resting-place. Rest cannot be procured for 
human beings in this world by means of institutions, even if these are 
admirably designed for meeting the needs of the time, and even if they 
are accepted whole-heartedly and operated in good faith. 

‘Whatever may be achieved, in the nearer or more distant future, in the 
way of institutions, organisations, federations, it will remain true that 
nothing achieved in history can be made permanently secure. There is no 
such thing as a human organisation that can be established “securely” 
throu^ being made weather-proof against the all-disintegrating action of 
time.’* 

‘The culture-cycle as a whole might be described as an alternation 
between rigid traditionalism and tendencies to disruption and chaos. And 
history knows of no resting-point in this up-and-down.’* 

Rest would also not be one of the rewards of a spiritual effort that suc¬ 
ceeded in transfiguring human society into a communion of saints. 
Even in a saintly society the victory over self-ccntredness, collective 
and individual, would never be complete, and the effort would therefore 
have to be unremitting. This means that the next ledge will be the 
scene of a spiritual struggle that will not be less intense than the struggle 

* See i. *77-^ end iii. 373. 

> In lit. 232, I quoted, and endorsed, a passive in Bergson's Ltt Dtux S«ure«s dt la 
Moral* <t dtla Rtbpon in which Bergson seems to suggest that to become a saint means 
to become something like e ‘supeiinan*. If this is Bergson's mesning here, I find, on 
second thoughts, that I do not a^e with him over this, if, by 'supennan', one means an 
cx-buman creature that hat become immune to the human failing of making « wrong 
choice. This immunity could be acquired only at the coat of forfeiting the capacity to 
make cboioes of any kii^ wrong or right. 

* E. Berkovitz; judaim: Fosm or Permmtf, Z25-fi. 

* E. Gamer in xKc Nnu Rwkisehou, 13. Heft (Winter. 1949), pp. 141-2. 

* P. Borkenau in Commtntary, March, 1956, p. 244. 
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to climb, from ledge to ledge, up the face of the cliff. Moreover, this con¬ 
clusion about the conditions that await us on the next ledge above us 
raises a question about the ledge immediately below us. Perhaps this, 
too, was not, in truth, the resting-place that, so far, I have taken it to 
have been. Miss Oakeley reminds us* that ‘we must not ignore the 
gigantic effort of "Primitive” Man in rising from the sub-human to the 
human’. This effort is one that I had taken into account: it is the effort 
of climbing the precipice next below ours. But xht successful perfor¬ 
mance of this feat may not, after all, have been followed by an age of 
torpor. Christopher Dawson points out that, even where a culture is 
apparently static, a continuous effort is required for the task of merely 
keeping the culture in that condition.^ Dawson’s observation would, no 
doubt, be confirmed from personal experience if we could call as wit¬ 
nesses the elders responsible for the management of any one of the most 
primitive human societies still extant; and, in the age of the Egyptiac 
or the Sinic universal state, a Pharaonic or Confucian civil servant 
would assuredly have given the same testimony. Like the physicist, the 
anthropologist recognizes that what looks, to an uninitiated eye, as if 
it were a motionless solid body is in reality a swirling legion of invisible 
dancers, each dancing with all its might for dear life. 

The last word here may be left for a poet to speak. George Herbert 
has perceived^ that, when God at first made Man, rest was not included 
among the rifts w'ith which He endowed him. The poet has also divined 
that this gilt was withheld for a purpose. God's intent towards Man, as 
Herbert sees it, was that, 

if goodness lead him not, yet weariness 
may toss him to My breast. 

The intrinsic imperfection of human nature does, indeed, both require 
and provide a spur. Yet struggle and danger—Man's two inseparable 
companions on his journey through this world—are no more than means 
to an end; and they are not the only means of advancing towards the 
goal of human endeavours that Man has at his disposal. The best means 
is identical with the end itself. This end is goodness; and, though human 
goodness never attains perfection, not even in the soul of the greatest 
saint, Man travels best when his imperfect goodness leads him. 

If this is our conclusion, what, if any, practical bearing does it have 
on the urgent question of our time ? What are we to do to save ourselves, 
liere and now, in the alarming situation in which the human race now 
finds itself? Try to become saints? And this with the foreknowledge 
that, however far we may succeed in advancing towards this ambitious 
spiritual goal, we shall never succeed in reaching it, and, meanwhile, 
shall never win release from danger, struggle, and weariness? If we 
agree that this spiritual endeavour is the only alternative to self- 
annihilation en masse now that we possess the atomic weapon, is not that 
merely an indirect way of saying that mass-suicide is now mankind’s 

> H. D. Oakelty ia Philosophy, vol. », No. 42 (April, 1936), p. 190. 

3 Chr. Dawsoio: The Dyruoma of World History, pp. 45t-'2. 

9 George Herbert: Th* PvJloy. 
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inevitable fate ? 1$ the suggested alternative really a practical proposi¬ 
tion ? What f>crcentage of the thousands of millions of human beings who 
have lived and died so far has ever dreamed of aiming at saindiood ? 
Can one im^ine Vkomme moyen sensuel devoting himself to an aim that 
calls for this degree of sacrifice, and that« even at that cost, is impossible 
to achieve more than approximately and imperfectly ? Even if you could 
convince him that this is now his only alternative to self-destruction, 
and even if he were to do his best, is it conceivable that he would be 
capable of doing even the minimum necessary for saving the situation ? 

One answer to these questions is that the very thir^ that makes the 
pursuit of saintliness look like a thankless task is something that also 
makes it a practicable one. The task seems thankless because it cannot 
be achieved perfectly, and the reason why it cannot is because the 
aspirant to sainthood does not cease to be a human being. Unlike the 
imaginary superman, the saint is not an ex-human being who has turned 
into another kind of creature through some mysterious mutation that is 
none of his own doing. He is a human being who has raised himself 
above the average level of human goodness; and, if he believes, and is 
right in believing, that he could not have risen without the help of God’s 
grace, this is a mrther indication that the saint himself is no more than 
a human creature. Sainthood, thus described, is a well-attested historical 
phenomenon, and the human beings who have risen to this higher 
spiritual altitude have done so in di^erent degrees. Wliat some human 
beings have achieved in some degree must be a practicable objective for 
others; if grace has been offered to some souls, it will have been offered 
to all, whatever Augustine and Calvin may say; and any measure of 
success in approaching sainthood will have spiritual value. It is not a 
case of being asked to attempt the impossible or of being faced with a 
choice between all or nothing. The road towards sainthood is, in fact, an 
open one on which even the worst and weakest human being can set 
foot, though this open road stretches away towards an ever-receding 
spiritual horizon. 

One of the first steps on the road is to acquire some sense of respon¬ 
sibility and to act on this by restraining one’s own self-centred im¬ 
pulses. All sane adult human beings are responsible-minded to some 
minimum degree. Indeed, this is one of the definitions of what sanity 
means. One field in which ordinary human beings in the mass have 
managed to behave more or less responsibly is the handling of tools. In 
making his tools progressively more effective, Man has made the 
misuse of them progressively more dangerous. In harnessing atomic 
energy he has now acquired a tool which is so potent that, if used as a 
weapon, it might destroy, not merely a hostile army or people or merely 
the users themselves, but the whole human race. This new power has 
challenged the holders of it not to misuse it; and, since the dropping of 
the bombs on Japan in 1945, there have been indications that the holders 
of atomic power have been conscious of the new and awful responsi¬ 
bility that their possession of this power entails. The invention of the 
atomic weapon h^ made future resort to war a crime against the human 
race. And it is noteworthy that, since the end of the Second World 
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War, the World’s most powerful nations and governments have shown 
an uncustomary self-restraint on some critic^ occasions. They have 
given priority to their sense of responsibility for avoiding a world-war 
that would be fought, this time, with atomic weapons, and they have 
subordinated, to this paramount concern, their national amour propre 
and ambitions and even their ideological convictions. 

On the road towards sainthood, this budding sense of obligation not 
to exterminate the human race is, no doubt, only a feeble and far-oif 
step. The attitude is negative and the motive is largely self-regarding, 
since it is obvious that atomic war-makers could not exterminate their 
fellow men without exterminating themselves together with the rest. At 
the same time this step marks a notable breach with the habit of going 
to war, which is coev^ with civilization. It is encouraging evidence of 
human nature’s power to respond to the challenge of a revolutionary 
change of circumstances. It is also of great immediate practical impor¬ 
tance, because it keeps mankind’s foot in the door that opens into the 
future, and so promises to give time for Man’s sense of responsibility 
towards mankind as a whole to take a more positive form. 

If the first step on Man’s road towards sainthood is the renunciation 
of Man’s traditional role of being his brother’s murderer, the second 
step would be an acceptance of Man’s new role of being his brother’s 
keeper; and, happily, this sense of responsibility for the positive welfare 
of Man’s fellow human beings has already declared itself. It is, indeed, 
one of the fruits of the scventccnth-century Western spiritual revolution. 
Wc have noticed, in another context,* that, in the post-seventeenth- 
century Western World, the progressive recession of belief in Chris¬ 
tianity’s traditional doctrines has been accompanied by a progressive 
advance in the practice of Christianity’s moral precepts; and that, 
although this advance has been opposed, in the West itself, by the 
reactionary ideologies that have raised their heads there in our genera¬ 
tion,* the ideals of Howard and Wilberforoe have, so far, not been 
driven off the held by the counter-ideals of Mussolini and Hitler, but 
have, on the contrary, been disseminated, in company with other ele¬ 
ments of the modern Western Civilization, among the non-Western 
majority of the human race. As landmarks* in the advance of this modem 
humanitarianism, we may single out the abolition of the slave-trade and 
of slavery itself, the abolition of barbarous forms of punishment, the 
humanization of the treatment of prisoners and lunatics, the establish¬ 
ment of old-age pensions and national health services, and, in general, 
the narrowing of the gulf between a poor majority’s and a rich minority’s 
conditions of life. This advance towards greater social justice through 
an increase in human kindness has been taking place in two fields 
simultaneously: as between different classes in a single country and also 
as between different countries in a world that is now in process of being 
unified morally and socially as well as technologically and militarily. 
The relatively rich minority of the human race has now recognized that 
it has an obligation to make material sacrifices in order to assist the 
relatively poor majority to raise its standard of living on both the material 

* See pp. 538-3. » See pp. 528-9 end S3»-2. > See pp. 5*9-30. 


572 RECONSIDERATIONS OF PARTICULAR TOPICS 
and the spiritual plane. Peoples that are still exercising political control 
over o^er proples have now come, thanks to an American lead, to expect 
to pay for this political privilege instead of any longer expecting to draw 
the traditional profits of empire. 

These practical steps towards the vindication of fundamental and 
universal human rights leave us still far away from the achievement of 
a communion of saints. Yet this conscious and deliberate advance 
towards brotherhood in a community embracing the whole human race 
is surely even farther removed from the involuntary sociality of the bee¬ 
hive and the ant-heap. 


II ANNEX 


Ad Homnem 

I. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS AND THANKS TO MY CRITICS 

T he possible value of self-examination as an aid to the study of 
human affairs has been discussed in Chapter II. I there suggested 
that this might be a promising means for trying to mitigate the distort¬ 
ing effects of the human student’s relativity to his cultural milieu and 
his personality. This suggestion is not original: it is made in passages 
that I have quoted from books and articles^ that had already been 
published at the time when I was writing this chapter. Nor, I think, is 
it a controversial suggestion. At any rate, I have not come across any 
opposition to it. Disagreement begins when we put the question whether 
the self-analyst should make his findings public. No doubt, if he found 
sympathy and response, showing his cards might bring him valuable 
help in Im undert^ng. The sigi^cance of some of the evidence about 
himself that he put on the table—without, perhaps, having fully under¬ 
stood its significance himself—might be transparent to some of his 
readers, even if they were not professional psychologists. He would, 
however, be laying himself open to the cutting comment that, for his 
readers, his conscientious—or self-important—self-revelation was boring 
because it was superfluous. They did not need any commentary from 
him to enable them to size up and discount ‘the personal factor’ in his 
work; this leapt to the eye; he had already reveled himself, uninten¬ 
tionally and unconsciously. 

I can illustrate this point ad hominem from some comments on the 
first ten volumes of this book. The presentation of history there given 
has been criticized as being ‘personal’* and ‘subjective’.* Of course, all 
I S«e p. 6e, footnote s. 

> *A Personal View of Hutory’ waa tbe beading of Bagbys review of volumea vii-x 
of this book in Tht Timts Uttraxy Suptltmmt (reprinted in Toynbte and Nutary). Kohn 
calls the book ‘an intensely personal document'; 'a profeasion of faith’ (ibid., p. 351); 
and he xases the same phrases in an article, headed ‘Toynbees Glaubensbekenntnia’, 
in Dtr Monat (Berlin, August 1955), p. 465. l.cddy, too, sees in it 'a highly penonal 
work’ (The Fhoenix, vol. 11, No. 4 (1957), p. 140). Altree finda in the book ‘a normative 
system bsaed on a very private xntc^retation of the course of human destiny’ (Taynhee 
and Hutory, p. 272). nourani comments that, while the book ia ‘in a sense convennonal, 
for all its air of originality, in a more profound way it ia deeply personal’ (The Dublin 
Review, vol. 229, No. 470 (December, 1955), p. 387). R- K. Merton obaerret that 
‘Toynbee’s transcendenul theology enacted u^n the st^e of human history ia a matter 
of private faith, not historic^ aoaology’ (The American ybumof 0/ Sociology, vol. zhii, 
No. 2 (September, 2941), pp. 205-13). C. W. Weinberger remarks tbst 'the magnitude 
of the endeavour seems sJmost to have overwhelmed the author into putting far too much 
of his personal self into it’ (San Franeueo Chronicle, 27th October, 29(4). R. H. Tawney 
notes Utat ’the book does not, in’ his ‘judgment, lose, but gains, from the note of personal 
conviction which runs through its pegos. and from riie occasional confessions of faith 
in which conviction finds its voice (IntemationiU Ajffoirt, November, 2939, p. 806). 
This consensus shows thst in these votu2nes ‘the petaonal factor’ must be transparent. 

> Sir Ernest Barker in Toynbee and Hutory, p. 9a. M. Savelle tpei^ of my ‘extreme 
aubiectivity’. 'Modem historians will find it impo^ble to accept “intuitive truth” as 
cvidenco of anythin b^ond the individual experience of the person whose intuitive 
experience it ia’ (The Pacific Historical Review, vol. zicv, No. 1 (February, 1956), 
pp. 55-67). T. R. Fyvel finds that ‘on almost every page one can trace what appears 
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interpreUtions, and indeed all would-be objective statements of fact, are 
inevitably ’subjective* and ’personal' in the sense of the argument in 
Chapter II of this volume. They are all inescapably relative to the 
inquirer’s own fundamental presuppositions. But my critics evidently 
mean something more than Ais, and their meaning is brought out by 
Sir Ernest Barker when he says of me that ‘he has not discounted him¬ 
self enough’.* These criddsms—^which are, I am sure, deserved— 
imply that the cridcs have already been able to do the discounting for 
themselves, without needing aid from the author. It is therefore not 
surprising that, when I opened the bag of tools with which I had done 
the job, me cridcs should have 'thanked me for nothing’. The autobio¬ 
graphical informadoo included in my ‘acknowledgements and thanks’^ 
was evidently distasteful to Sir Ernest Barker,* and it has given Trevor- 
Roper an opening for making some amusing play with it.^ 

Having learnt my lesson ‘in the hard way*, I have tried to profit by it 
in the present volume by taking a new path that has been opened up for 
me by my cridcs. I have left the initiative to them, and have taken up the 
topics on which their comments have converged. Since the purpose of 
publishing books and reviewing them is, not to defend and attack per¬ 
sonal positions, but to co-operate in working for the advancement of 
knowledge and understanding, I have concentrated, in the main body of 
this volume, on topics which seem likely to be of some general interest, 
and I have set as many as possible of my critics’ comments, and my 
refiecdons on these, in this impersonal context. But this procedure has 
left, still unacknowledged, a considerable body of criticism that is con¬ 
cerned with ‘the personal factor’ in my book; and this has put me in a 
dilemma. If 1 follow my critics on to this nound, I expose myself again 
to being censured or ridiculed for setting ^t on it. If I keep off it, I am 
ignoring a large part of my critics’ work. I am sincerely grateful to my 
critics, even including the small minority of them who have seemed to 
me to show traces of personal animus or even of an intention to do me 
personal damage. These, among the rest, have at any rate done me the 

[to be] * purely lubjectiTe epproech to hietoricel events end chancters' ^ 7 ^ Tribiau, 
aitc Merw. 1947, p. at). M. s. Bates feels that *at tunes tbe lubjecdvism u oppressive’ 
(Christianity ana Critis, vol. 15, No. 4 (aist March, ipsf), pp. 37-30 and 3a). In C. B. 
Jorat's ^es, ‘such history is private, purely suMective hbtory. Vast sections . . . are 
solipsiftic in content' (T/uAustraIasianyovrnalyPkiU>tophy,yol, 34, No.3 (December, 
t9s4j, p. aei). A milder statement of the tame judgement is that‘our author m^ not be 
as diapasaionate and objective as he thinks be U^(A. N. Holcombe in Th* Amtrican 
Ptlitital Science Jitview, voh xUx, No. 4 (December, 1955), p. ttsi). 

* Sir Ernest Barker in Toysibes and liutary, p. 9a. > See vol. x, pp. 313-43. 

1 While crideixmg me for not being more reticent. Barker tu^geata an interpretation 
of my motives which, besides being kindly, is correct. Mumford, ui Toynbtt and History, 
p. 141. also recognizee that my purpose was an impersonal one and not a wish to 
exhibit my peraooslity. A. N. HcHCombe finds that ^the author’s candid intcllectuai 
autobiography, which explains how he came to set teas store bypolitica and more by 
religioct, is 'one of the moat attractive features of the work’ (Tfu Anteritan Polities 
Seimet ttnvisu, vol. xUx. No. 4 (December, 1955), pp. 1x51-^). I have the impression, 
however, that, in passing this favourable Judgment, Holcombe u in a minority among my 
critics. 

Blackmur finds that the whole book is an intellectual autobiography, and that, in this 
sente, one of tbe three orders of apprehension that are to be found in it is the personal 
one, the other two being the documentary and the religious (Kesiyim Rtvmo, Sxunmer, 
1955 , PP; 357 - 7 P). 

« H. Trevot-Roper in Bntoimttr, June, 1957. On the article as a whole, no comment. 
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service of spending some of their working time on giving their minds to 
my book, and the result has been a boon for me. Their pummellings 
have given me a mental massage that has loosened th^'oints and muscles 
of my mind and has set it moving on a new course. The least that I can 
do in return is to debate with them when they call on me to reply, as 
Geyl has been calling almost plaintively. I have therefore decided to 
take Geyl for the spokesman of the jury, and to do my critics the courtesy 
of giving them a reply, even when the questions that they raise are con¬ 
cerned with my personal outlook. I have put this more personal part of 
the debate in this annex, and, here too, I have concentrated, as far as I 
have been able, on topics that might be of some general interest, such as, 
for example, the effects of a classical education. Precautions, however, 
are no guarantee of security when one is venturing into a mine-field. 

2. EFFECTS OF A CLASSICAL EDUCATION 
(i) Fortunate Effects 

In a review of previous volumes of this book Hourani has com¬ 
mented* that ^the very elements of which his theory is built are the 
commonplaces of an English classical education’. 1 agree with this 
comment, if I may supplement it by reminding the reader that this kind 
of education was not an English invention or peculiarity. The form 
current in England, during the years 1896 to 1911, when 1 was receiving 
my classical education there, had been established, between four and 
five hundred years back, in Italy. At the turn of the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries this was still the standard form of higher education 
not only in England but throughout the Western World, including 
Western countries outside Europe. And at the same date an education 
in some ‘classical’ language and literature, though not, of course, in 
those that ranked as classic^ in the West, was also still the standard form 
of higher education in Eastern Asia, India, Persia, Turkey, and the 
Arab countries, as well as amonf the Jewish diaspora in what was then 
the ‘Jewish Pale’ of the Russian Empire. In fact, it still held the field in 
every one of the civilizations then in existence.^ It had abo been the 
standard form of higher education in civilizations that were then no 
longer in existence: for instance, the Sumero-Akkadian in its Babylonic 
phase and the Egyptiac. 

A ‘classical’ education may be defined as one in which the staple 
discipline is an initiation into some ctilture that is older than the present- 
day culture of the society in which thb form of higher education is the 
established one. While being distinct from the present-day culture, the 

* In loc. clt., p. 386. 

> In RumU one of the effective forms of the process of' Westemiution* since the time 
of Peter the Greet hed been the introduction of e ’cleasica)' education in the Greek and 
Latin ianguages and literature. The Greek language and literature had not been imposed 
on Russia by the Greek Orthodox Christian nuMionaries who had converted her to 
Chrisdanity. and there had not been a renaissance of Greek culture there corresponding 
CO the renausance of Ladn and Greek culture in the West. The Byzantine Greeks 
abstention from the practice of ‘cultural imperialism’ is noteworthy, considering that 
they were enthusiasts for the classical literature of their Hellenic predcceasors. The 
Greek classics were the staple of Byzantine higher education. 
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‘classic^* culture in which prescot-day higher education is given will 
have some historical relation with it. It will be the past culture of the 
same society in some earlier phase of its history, or it will be the culture 
of some earlier society to which the present-day society is ‘affiliated* in 
the sense in which the Western Civilization may be said to be affiliated 
to the Hellenic. The medium in which an education in a ‘classical’ 
culture is given is usually that of language and literature. A knowledge 
of languages, and copies of the texts of broks written in them, have often 
survived the other elements—states, laws, architecture, and so on—of 
the culture in which these languages and this literature were once 
current; and a literature, even if only fragments of it survive, can give a 
glimpse (though this may sometimes be a deceptive glimpse) into the 
rest of the lim of the vanished society in which this literature was 
created. 

The language in which the ‘classical’ literature is conveyed need not 
be a ‘dead’ language. A twentieth-century Persian peasant who knows a 
quantity of ‘classi<^’ Persian poetry by heart finds this easy because the 
language of Firdawsi, Sa'di, and Hafiz is not so very different from the 
peasant’s own present-day mother-tongue. Even where the ‘classical’ 
language is one that has passed out of every-day use, or has never been 
used for every-day purposes at any date, it may not be ‘dead’ in the 
strict sense of being completely out of currency. In the Western World, 
for instance, the Latin language has had an unbroken history—going 
back to the time when it was one of the two official languages of the 
Roman Empire—as the liturgical language of the Roman Catholic 
Church; and even in every-day usage it still lives in the current form of 
English in Latin phrases—‘ad hominem’, ‘dramatis personae’, ‘ceteris 
paribus’, ‘mutatis mutandis’, ‘pari passu’, ‘ipso facto’, ‘sine die’, ‘vice 
versa’, ‘pro’ and ‘con.’, *ncm. con.’, ‘i.c.’, ‘e.g.’, ‘viz.’ (i.e. videlicet), 
‘etcetera*—which are embedded there like flints in chalk. 

At what value is the ‘classical’ kind of education to be appraised? 
Evidently it cannot just be taken for granted that it is valuable as well as 
venerable, simply because it has held the held so long and so widely. 
In retrospect we can see that its reign has been due pa^y to the inertia 
that accounts for so much in huunan affiiirs, and partly to cultural 
breakdowns resuldi^ in ‘intermediate periods’ or ‘interregna’ or 'dark 
ages’, after which the subsequent culture has been rightly felt to be in¬ 
ferior to the relics of a culture that had been prevalent before the catas¬ 
trophe. In our own day we are seeing this kind of education being 
rapidly ousted from its traditional, once sacrosanct, position by a new 
kind that has for its staples a scientific knowledge of non-human nature 
and a technological ‘know-how’ for making natural processes serve 
human purposes. This is happenii^ not only in the West, where 
modern science and technology originated, but in the rest of ffie World, 
where, today, the mastering of up-to-date Western technology and 
science is a crucial part of a process of ‘Westernization’ that has now 
come to be almost world-wide. 

No doubt it is conceivable that the new oecumenical civilization 
that is now taking shape within a Western framework might bring on 
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itself a catastrophe comparable in magnitude, scale for scale, with the 
catastrophes that other civilizations have brought on themselves in the 
past, and it is also conceivable that, in that imaginary future situation, 
the present-day education in science and technology might, in its turn, 
become ‘classical*: that is to say, might become petrified in a pre-third- 
world-war form. This, however, seems improbable, because—in con¬ 
trast to the *timelessness* of great literature, which is its weakness as well 
as its strength—^it is the strength, as well as the weakness, of science that 
it is cumulative. The piety towards the past, which is one of the virtues 
of ‘humane studies’,^ stands condemned as a vice in science’s intellectual 
and ethical code. For scientists it is an obligatory ambition that they 
should strive to supersede their own past achievements, and it is a 
point of honour for them that they should ruthlessly discard all findings 
that have been invalidated by science’s subsequent advance. Therefore, 
if science survives, it seems likely still to keep on the move; and, there¬ 
fore, again, it seems likely that, if the traditional kind of 'classical* 
education were to be ousted completely, it would not, in any circum¬ 
stances, be replaced by a scientific equivalent. 

If this forecast carries conviction, it makes an appraisal of ‘classical* 
education a matter of great practical, as well as theoretical, interest in 
our day. This has, as we have seen, been virtually the only form of higher 
education since the civilizations of earlier generations came to be con¬ 
secrated as 'classical* as a consolation prize for their failure to survive. 
If it were true that we are now within sight of seeing this traditional 
form of higher education driven off the field, this would mean that we 
are now at an epoch-making point in educational history, and this would 
make it seem prudent to 'stop, look, and listen*, and not just forge ahead 
blindly. 

What, then. Is to be mankind’s verdict on the traditional 'classical* kind 
of higher education? Individual judgements on this issue, as on others, 
are subject to the sway of relativity, and therefore differ as widely as the 
fundamental presuppositions by which they are governed. My own 
judgement, in this case, is implicit in my feelings about the 'classical' 
education that I myself received. My generation was almost the last in 
England to be given an education in the Greek and Latin languages 
and literature that remained faithful to the strictest fifteenth-century 
Italian standards. The aim was not merely to make us read Greek and 
Latin more fluently than French or German, and to have as great a 
familiarity with Greek and Latin literature as with English; it was to 
give us the ability to write Greek and Latin prose, and verse as well, 
with ever greater virtuosity. The ideal was to produce counterfeits of 
the original literature that a Greek or Latin author, in each genre^ might 
have mistaken for authentic pieces if he could have been raised from the 
dead to read our productions. We were tinder no illusions about the 
possibility of attaining this ideal objective. The more skilful one became, 
by practice, in playing this literary game, the more sharply one became 
aware that one’s most plausible tours de force would have seemed the 
most exquisitely absurd to an old master of Greek or Latin style, just 

> See A. J. P. Tiylor'e phraee quoted in footnote 4 to p. 6d. 

U 
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because the lapses that would show our productions up, as being the 
fakes that they were, would be ridiculous minutiae. 

As I describe the education that was given to me, it may sound like 
something fantastic to someone who has never had it, or even to some* 
one who has bad it only in an attenuated form. Perhaps the strangest 
thing about it is that, if I had been a Chinese child of my age, instead of 
being an English one, I should have come in for a classical education 
that would ^ve been almost identical down to such details as being 
taught to write essays in the ‘classical’ language and ‘classical’ style. 
At opposite ends of the Old World, and also sh the way across it between 
these extremities, societies engaged on second or third attempts at the 
enterprise of civi^tion had arrived independently at this queer system 
of education, and, after arriving at it, had persisted in it for hundreds of 
years. If ‘classical’ education 1 ^ been one of Mankind’s follies, it has, 
at any rate, not been a rare one. 

I myself do not think that it has been a folly. I am aware of its short¬ 
comings, and, ad homnem, of consequent effects on my own outlook and 
work ^at have been unfortunate. This unfortunate side of the effects 
has been pointed out by some of my critics and is discussed at a later 
point in this annex. Yet, when I try to strike as just a balance as I can 
between ‘pros’ and ‘cons’, I find myself now, as ever, counting it as a 

? iece of supreme good fortune that, being born, as I was, in England, 
happened to be born there just early enough to come in for this Muca- 
tion in an uncompromisingly complete version of it. I feel no wistful 
regrets that I finished receiving my formal education just too soon to 
benefit by any of the new kinds of higher education that have been 
gaining ground in England since theiL The judgement implicit in these 
feelings is piquantly different from the judgements of some of my 
younger contemporaries: for example, Philip Bagby. In a critique of me 
and my work’ he sums up by pronouncing that 

Ve can only think it unfortunate that his education, like that of so many 
lustorians, was exclusively humanistic; he has been deprived of the tools 
he needed for his self-appointed task.’ 

I will now give my reasons for holding that a ‘classical’ education— 
in ‘classical’ Greek, Latin, Arabic, Persian, Sanskrit, Chinese, or which¬ 
ever of the consecrated languages it may be—is a rather valuable tool 
for the task on which Bagby and I have both been engaged. In Chapter I 
I have already made the point that no tool can ever be good for all 
purposes and that every tool has its own peculiar weaknesses. I shall be 
going on to say what I think the weaknesses of a ‘classical’ education are. 
I am aware of intrinsic weaknesses in it that come to light when one 
uses it—even if one does not push the use of it, as I may sometimes have 
pushed it, beyond the limits of its effectiveness. 

The sovereign virtue that I find in a ‘classical’ education is that the 
subject of it is human affairs. The synonym ‘humanistic’, which Bagby 
uses in the passage jtist quoted, gives an accurate description of a 
‘classical’ education’s field. Of course, this is not the only possible kind 

> In Culture end Hutery, pp. i77*-82. 
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of education in human affairs. ‘Modern’, as well as ‘ancient’, affairs can 
be made the staple for a formal ‘humane’ education; and by far the most 
important education in human affairs that a human being ever receives 
is not given in any formal course at all; it comes from the life-long 
experience of rubbing shoulders with one's fellows that a social animal, 
such as Man is, is bound to have. However, even this universal and 
never-ceasing practical education in‘the humanities’ does not and cannot 
limit its temporal horizon to affairs that are contemporary in the strict 
sense. For phenomena present themselves to our human minds as if 
they were on the move, and human phenomena, like others, are not 
intelligible to us unless we apprehend them in their time-perspective. 
This applies to all minds, including those—and they are still a majority 
—that receive no formal education at all. In their practical education in 
human affairs they win their stereoscopic vision by seeing through the 
eyes of their parents and grandparents as well as through those of their 
brothers and sisters. So a ‘classical’ education shares with every other 
kind of ‘humane* education the two merits of being a study of Man and 
being an historical study of him. And it is surely true that Man is ‘the 
proper study of mankind’. 

This study is ‘proper’ in the sense of being indispensable, whatever 
else our studies may or may not include. The study of Man is indispens¬ 
able because, since at least as long ago as half-way through the Palaeo¬ 
lithic Age, Man has been the most awkward and dangerous presence in 
mankind’s universe. Moreover, if this has been true for the last few 
hundred thousand years, the ‘survival value’ of taking this truth to heart, 
and of acting on it in education and in all other human activities, has 
been increasingwith the increase in mankind’s command over 
non-human nature; and this command has been increasing at an 
accelerating pace which, in our day, has reached a momentary climax in 
science’s and technology’s joint feat of splitting atoms. Man has never 
before been so dangerous to himself as he has now become in consequence 
of this latest of his discoveries in the held of the study of non-huraan 
nature; yet this is also the moment at which mankind is giving more and 
more room to a new kind of education in technology and science at the 
expense of education in the ‘humanities’. In these circumstances, surely, 
we ought to think long and hard before we allow any form of ‘humane’ 
education, not excluding the traditional forms, to be crowded out. 

As between the different possible forms of an education in the study 
of Man, the ‘classical’ form has one advantage over the ‘modern’ form 
that is an intrinsic advantage and a permanent one, but is also particu¬ 
larly valuable in the age into which we have now entered. 

The human race has now condemned itself, by its technological 
prowess, to having to choose between committing universal genocide 
and learning to live as one family. The crucial difficulty, for us today, 
of learning to live as one family is manifest. We have suddenly all been 
brought into point-blank range of each other for military, political, and 
economic purposes by the recent unprecedented advance in technology 
that has been made in the West; but we are still divided from each 
other by being partakers in a number of different local cultures. The 
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differences between these local cultures are still sharp, and sharp 
cultural differences breed mutual misunderstanding, fear, and hostility. 
Fortunately, all mankind seems to be moving towards a fiiture common 
cultural standing'ground through a world-wide process of *modemiza- 
tion* (a euphemism for cultural standardization on a pattern of Western 
origin). But the pace of cultural change is much slower than the pace of 
tedinological chimge; and, while technological chan^ seems to know no 
limits to its capacity for acceleration, the pace of cultural change seems 
to have limits set to it by the limits of the pace at which the human 
psyche is capable of adapting itself to changes in its environment There¬ 
fore the time-lag of cultural change behind technological change, which 
has always been great, seems likely to grow greater. 

This lengthening time-interval is a dangerous time-zone for mankind 
to traverse. It is the period during which we shall be capable, as we 
now already are, of annihilating ourselves, without yet having become 
capable of getting on with each other (or, as we say in our contemporary 
political jargon, ^coexisting'). One of the chief obstacles to our treating 
each other tolerantly, sympathetically, and considerately is the illusion, 
which we find it hard to overcome, that our own particular relative 
values and standards are universal and absolute. Any means at our 
disposal for dispelling this dangerous illusion, even partially, therefore 
has an unusually high value for mankind at the present day. And a 
‘classical’ education is an effective means for dispelling the illusion, 
partially at least, inasmuch as a 'classical* education teaches one to 
appreciate and revere a culture that is not one’s own. 

This is a first step towards becoming aware of the relativity of one’s 
outlook to one’s social milieu and one’s personality; and an awakening 
to this truth sets one’s feet on the path towards intellectual and moral 
salvation. Learning to admire what one recognizes as being admirable in 
an alien culture opens one’s eyes to the blemishes in one’s own culture, 
and this makes one receptive to the sense of humility which is the neces¬ 
sary condition for achieving even the smallest measure of insight and 
discretion. The mere fact that the culture in which one is being educated 
is not one’s own is enough in itself to teach one this lesson. But the 
lesson is also taught explicitly in the literatures of the earlier civilizations 
that have been canonized by subsequent civilizations as 'classics’. These 
literatures, like all literatures, reflect and convey something of the ex¬ 
perience of the societies in which they were created. The participants in 
the civilizations of the first two generations lived to have the tragic but 
illuminating and regenerating experience of seeing their high hopes 
brought to naught by their own perverse acts. In the ‘classical’ litera¬ 
tures a student of them will catch the note of learning through suffering,* 
and will feel the awe inspired by the specucle of the sinner’s fateml 
progress from success through pride to catastrophe.* This wisdom is 


* Se« farther, pp. 609 and 6x7. 

* Severml critic* have pointed out that the Hellenic doctrine of nemesis has been one 
of the fomutivc ideas in the vroriemg out of my view of history. K. D. Erdmann fin^ 
that, for me, history is the tragedy of civilizacion (Arehiv fSr Kulturgtte/n^u, xxxiii. 
Band, Heft a (i 950 > P* ^ 9 ^)- R- V. Chase finds that 'ToynbM hss given xis * itew inter- 
pretadoo of the noblest concept of the Western mind: the idea that Man’s life is a 
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enshrined in the Chinese 'classics’, and it is also deeply embedded in the 
cultural background of the Western World. It is the common foundation 
of the otherwise different outlooks of classical Greek and Latin literature, 
the Old Testament,* and the New Testament.* 

Thus a ‘classical’ education gives one a standing-ground from which 
one can look at one’s own civilization from outside, and so see it with 
new eyes. A classically educated modem Westerner can see the Western 
World witli the eyes of those fifteenth-century scholars who recovered 
for the West a fint-hand knowledge of the Hellenic culture, as far as 
this could be found embalmed in Greek and Latin literature.^ Seen from 
this 'classical' standpoint, our familiar Western World undergoes a 
metamorphosis that is startling but instructive. 

The only way of appraising a civilization is to measure it against at 
least one other representative of its own species. So long as a Western 
observer stays standing inside his own society’s charmed circle, the 
Western World will appear to him to be coextensive with the World, 
and the Western Civilization to be identical with Civilization. Viewed 
from the Hellenist’s observation-p>eak in the different world that can 
be conjured up in a Western mind that has been educated in the Greek 
and Latin classics, the self-expatriated Westerner’s own world now 
looms less large and looks less grand. Its appearance on the scene 
strikes him as being, at best, an epilogue that makes an anti-climax. At 
worst it seems an impertinence or even an outrage. He and his Western 
forebears now appear to him as the Greeks’ and Romans' diadochi and 
epigoni. Can we disown our descent from the barbarians who slunk in 
like hyaenas to feast on the dead giant’s carrion corpse? So can our 
vaunted Western Civilization be anything better than a vain repetition 

tragedy’ {The American Scholar, vol. 16, No. 3 (Summer, 1947), pp. a68-8a). As T. A. 
Sumberg acea it, 'it ta clear that T^nbee'a Protean volumes contain not one but two 
theoriea of hiatorical development. The first and earlier in appearance ia the naturalistic 
one: Man makes his own history in a world not made for him, but in which a favourable 
outcome of Environment-Man tranaactioni makes for bis prosperity; this prosperity, 
however, ta always in a delicate balance under constantly changing conditions. This 
naturalistic view sometlmea takes on the classical aspects of a Greek tragedy; every 
society is bom with a taint which always results in its death, however desperately the 
fated victim struggles. But this view is increasingly driven off the stage bv the trsdi- 
tionsl Christian eschatological corveeptions’ {SociM Retearch, vol. No. 3 (September, 
ip47h pp. 367-84). Sumberg is, I think, mistaken in holding that the characteristic plot 
of a Greek tragedy is an exposition of a philosophy of determinism. While catastrophe 
may be the almost unescspable nemesis of hybris, hybris is not the inevitable reaction 
to success. An alternative reaction to it is humility, and humility does not attract the 
thunderbolt. If I am right on this point, then Sumbe^ will be wrong in drawing so 
sharp an andthcais as he does draw between the Hellenic and the Christian view of life. 

In M. C. Swabey’s view, 'the presence of nemeaia in an historical work marks its 
philosophical character’ ( 7 !he Ju^ment of Hutory, p. 193). 
t See p. 623, footnote 2. Raobi J. B. A^s recalls, invol.4, No.4 (Pall, t95c), 

f p. 330-1, that a belief in the spiritual fruitfulness of suffering is part of the core of the 
ewun religion. 

* I mys^f believe that this is a true insight, and that it gets to the heart of the problem 
that Man present! to himself. But this is, of course, a concroveratal iasue. My inatstence 
on 'the nemesis of creativity' strikes Geyl as being excessive {Toynbee end 
p. 17). Taylor notices, with disapproval, that, in my eyea, ‘the wont sin is to believe 
chat Mao made himself* (ibid., p. 117). 

* It would b« sdll more illumi na t in g if we could see our Western Civilizadon with the 
eyes, not of our own Italian Hellenists, but of the Hellenes themselves; but this is, of 
course, impoeaible, since the first shoots of the Western Civilizadon did not appeaj- 
above the ground till at least three hundred yean after the anibble of the previous crop 
had withered away in what had been the Roman Empire’s western provinces. 
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of the glorious Hellenic cycle? As for the transplanted Western ob¬ 
server’s njothcr-iongue, this and the other languages of the present-day 
European peoples grate on an ear that has been attuned to the music of 
Latin and Greek. In fact, the Western Civilization shrivels to dimensions 
that are, if anything, sm^lcr than Ufe but that, all the same, arc perhaps 
nearer to life-size than the grandiose mirage that deceives the eye so 
long as it is viewing its native civilization from within, in ’splendid 
isolation’. 

Besides making it possible for a Westerner to look at the West from 
an historical vantage-point in the past, a Greek ’classical’ education will 
also enable him to look at it from a geographical vantage-point outside 
the West’s own territorial domain. It is hardly possible to study Hel¬ 
lenic literature and history without becoming mentally familiar with the 
geographical setting in which the drama was acted; and, if a classically 
educated Westerner eventually finds an opportunity to visit the coasts 
and islands of the Aegean, he will discover, perhaps rather to his sur¬ 
prise, that here, beyond the bounds of his own Western World, present- 
day human affairs can be no less interesting or less instructive than those 
famous long-since-past af^irs that have drawn him hither so far away 
from home. In the Aegean he will encounter, not only the physic^ 
remains of the defunct Hellenic Civilization, but living human partici¬ 
pants in two other civilizations, the Byzantine and the Islamic, which are 
still going concerns and which, like the Hellenic Civilization, are distinct 
and separate representatives of this species of society from the civiliza¬ 
tion in which the visitor himself has been brought up. It is true that the 
Western Civilization has been impinging on the Byzantine and on the 
Islamic since the seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries respectively. 
Yet, under the surface, both still retain their original distinctive 
characters, and the participants in each of them look at the present-day 
world, including the West, from a non-Westem point of view. 

Travelling in Greece in 1911-12 for the purpose of increasing my 
knowledge and understanding of the Hellenic Civilization by gaining a 
first-hand acquaintance with what was once its homeland, I received 
my first lessons on the subject of contemporary international politics, and 
received them from instructors who did not look at the contemporary 
world from a Western point of view. In speculating about the date at 
which the coming war l^tween the Western Powers was going to break 
out, Greek peasants in 1912 were not concerned about the fortunes of 
the prospective Western bellieercnts. \Vhat interested them, and in¬ 
terested them intensely, was me bearing of this eagerly expected civil 
^va^ in the West upon the prospects, for Greece, of acquiring Macedonia. 
For them the paramount interest in international politics was whether 
there was to be a fulfilment of Greek national aspirations. The question 
of the destiny of the Western World was, for them, incidental and sub¬ 
ordinate to Greek interests. Thus, on Greek soil in the last stage of my 
classical education, I learnt, unexpectedly, a double lesson about the 
contemporary world in which I myself was living. I learnt that there 
was such a thing as international politics (a subject about which I had 
heard little or nothing at Oxford in the years 1907-11); and I learnt 
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simultaneously to look at this newly discovered province of human 
affairs from a non-Wcstem standpoint. These two lessons, together, 
educated me for a subsequent professional career in this field of study, 
and their value for me has proved inexhaustible. Listening in 1957 
to discussions in Arab countries about the bearing on Arab national 
aspirations of ‘the Cold War’ between the Soviet Union and the United 
States, I remembered those discussions in Greek villages to which I had 
once listened, now nearly half a century back; and I realized that the 
Arabs were as indifferent to the destinies of Russia and the West today as 
the Greeks had been on the eve of the First World War. 

These would seem to be ways in which a classical education can be 
valuable to a student of human affairs. It can help, in some measure, to 
correct the distorting effects, on his vision, of the relativity of his point 
of view to his own cultural milieu. Of course, it is beyond the power of 
even the most thorough-going ‘classical’ education to prise the recipient 
of it right out of his native setting and replant him in an artificially 
acquired one;^ and, even if the process of transplantation could be 
carried through completely, the changeling would not have got rid of 
the human mind's inescapable handicap. He would now find himself 
under the sway of his relativity to his new cultural milieu. A change of 
cultural milieu cannot exorcise the relativity to which an observer, 
everywhere and at all times, will find himself subject. 

Actually, the half-and-half position of straddling between two worlds 
—his native world and his acquired ‘classical’ one—gives the classically 
educated observer what is, perhaps, the most fovourable opportunity 
possible for overcoming the limitations set by relativity to some degree.^ 

> Gcyl pointt out that I am inside the West, whatever I may think or say (Toynbee and 
History, p. 367}. F. NelUon iinda that the relativity of my point of view to the dme that 
happeni to he the present for me gets in the li^t of ray observation of the past (The 
Amtriean Journal <tf Beonomits ana Sociology, Supplement to vol. 14, No. 3 (April, 
toss), P* 5 * Cp. p. 19). I ‘ahall not eacape the charge of patriotic prejudice and the taint 
or national outlook' (ibid., p. 74). On thia quearion, aee further pp. 6o6-ao. 

> This ttraddling poaidon doea give the observer aomethins like a binocular vtaion, 
but Trinitaua Mints out that I, at any rate, have atill remainecT the prisoner of my rela¬ 
tivity to my Western and Hellenic standpoints. As he sees it, 1 force the rest of hiatorv 
into the configuration that I fan^ I have found in Hellenic and Western history. Ana, 
when I try to aiuwer the queatioru that confront the West today by reference to the 
histories of other civilizadona, these points of reference are not reallv external to the 
Weat, since I ace the histories of these other ctvilizadona in terms of Western and Hel¬ 
lenic history. ‘Therefore, in spite of all hia protests against the Western atdtude of 
contempt for “nadves" and for other civiloations, Toynbee remains, at a deeper level, 
enclosed within his concepdon of the Western way of life* (C. Trinkaus in Sdoneo ana 
Soeiotj^ vol. xii, No. i (New York, 1948), pp. a^-s). The same point is made by Frank¬ 
fort. ‘Toynbee's imagtt betray an evolutionistic as well as a moral bias. .. . Toynbee 
merely projects postulates which fulfil an emodonal need in the West into human groups 
whose values lie elsewhere. . . . Why should we characterise civilisations which have 
achieved a deep wd lasting harmony (like those of Zuni or certain Polynesians) 
as “arrested civilizadons" 1 . . . Why should these chimaerts [“the road ahead’’; “the 
cliff above’’} disturb the ssdsfacdon of people who have attained the double integradon 
of individuu and society, and society and nature ) . .. Toynbee .. . remains complete^ 
under the speU of a nineteenth-century Western outlook. His evolutionary bias, his 
empiricism, and his treatment of civiliaadont aa “apecimens of a specica'' are all of a 
piece’ (H. Frankfort: Tho Birth oj Cwdixation in t/u Near East, pp. 24 and 26). 

It has also been pointed out that I have likewise remained the prisoner of my Christian 
upbringing. In Toynbee and History, p. 3^5, Father L. Walker prooouncea that my ‘own 
beliefs are almost all entirely Cbnsuan in inspiration’, and that a belief in charity in 
macteis of religion is the only insptradon that 1 have derived from ‘the Orient’. Against 
this judgement, I file two pleas. The first is a sophistical one: Christianity, sa well as the 
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This is a valuable advantage; for the achievement of at least a minimum 
measure of detachment from the toUs of relativity is, I am convinced, 
a necessary condition for makir^ any serious study of human affairs 
for any purpose.* But, besides having this general utility, a classical 
education puts in one's hands an excellent tool for the particular pur¬ 
pose of txymg to make a comparative study of civilizations; and this is 
the first step, and a big one, towards arriving at a comprehensive mor¬ 
phology of human affairs. Since, for Westerners, ‘the classics’ means 
the Greek and Latin literature that was one of the expressions of the 
Hellenic culture, the Hellenic Civilization is the obvious ‘jumping-off 
ground’ for a Western inquirer who has a comparative study of civiliza¬ 
tions in view; and it is no accident that it has been put to this use by one 
after another of the Western explorers in this field, beginning, now more 
than two hundred years ago, with the pioneer Giambattista Vico, the 
most original and imaginative of any so far. 

An acquaintance with the culture and history of the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion is a promising tool in a Westerner’s hands if he is trying to make a 
comparative study of civilizations, for the same reason that it is a pro¬ 
mising one if be is trying to coimteract the relativity of his outlook and 
standards to his native Western cultural milieu. In both mental opera¬ 
tions the illuminating procedure is the drawing of a comparison between 
societies that seem to be distinct and different in character and ‘style’ 
from each other, yet, at the same time, seem to be representatives of one 
and the same species. As an instrument for study, the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion has a second point in its favour besides the primary point of not 
being the Western student’s native society. Unlike the Western Civiliza¬ 
tion the Hellenic is no longer in existence. So the whole of its history is 
known to us, more or less, from beginning to end; and, if it is a drama, 
and if this drama has a plot, we shadl not be debarred from unravelling 
the plot by being unable to witness the performance of the closing acts. 
In our interpreution we may, of course, go astray; there will probably 
be more interpretations than one in the field, and judgements between 
them are unlikely to be definitive. But at any rate the whole story is on 
record, for us to make of it what we can. By contrast, the drama of the 
Western Civilization is still being played. We do not know what ending 
it is going to have. We do not even know that it is going to come to an 
end, if I am right in my contention* that, unlike organisms, institutions 
have no inexorable maximum span of duration. Nor do we know how 
the acts of this Western drama that have already been played by our 
time will look, in retrospect, to Western and non-Westem eyes at suc¬ 
cessive dates in the future. In fact, there are so many open questions 

chflrittble Indian relisioas and philoaophiea. came Crom ‘the Orient' in the ordinary 
meaning of the term. My second plea is a serious one. If I have leamt from 'the Orient' 
the lesaon of charity, that it a gMt lesson to have leamt from this source (vid« Saint 
Paul on this subject). 1 myself should say that the most imfortunate single effect on my 
outlook that hat come from my having remained a prisoner of my Christian upbringing 
is that I have hitherto seen Judaism umoat entirely through Christian eyes (see p. 59!^ 
with footnotes 3-6. and p. 597, with ibotnote 1). 

t Ttiis conviction of mine, too, is coatiovenisl. G^l, for instance, feels that Toyn¬ 
bee’s 'ostentation of detachment from bis own heritage* is 'prideful’, 'sinful', snd 
'ridiculous' (TovTiit* and HUtory, p. 368}. 

* See pp. a68~9. 
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about a specimen that is incomplete that its usefulness for purposes of 
study is restricted. The completeness of the Hellenic specimen of the 
species ‘civilizations’ is one of this specimen’s most valuable properties. 

Its value can be measured by the importance of the contribution to an 
understanding of human affairs that Vico was able to make by using the 
Hellenic CiviUzation as his key. It is true that he was a man of genius. 
Still, he had a knowledge of only two civilizations at his command, his 
own and the Hellenic, and, of these two, one, his own, was an incom¬ 
plete specimen, as we have just noticed. Yet, by comparing this with 
the Hellenic, he succeeded in bringing to light the cyclic rhythm in the 
course of history in the Age of the Civilizations. One may not accept the 
thesis that this cyclic movement is the whole movement. One may hold, 
as 1 hold in company with many other inquirers, that the cyclic move¬ 
ment does not account for all the phenomena. But it would be hard to 
demonstrate that, short of accounting for everything, it is not at least a 
very important element in human affairs. And a comparison between 
two terms, one of which was the history of the Hellenic Civilization, was 
the operation by which Vico arrived at his illuminating results. 

Since Vico’s time the number of the specimens at &e disposal of a 
Westerner for making a comparative study of civilizations has been 
considerably increased—partly through progress in Western knowledge 
of the cultures and histories of the surviving non-Western civilizations, 
and partly through the wonderful achievements of Western archaeolo¬ 
gists in disinterring the material relics of defunct civilizations whose 
former existence had been almost or even quite forgotten. This increase 
in the quantity of relevant phenomena within a Western inquirer’s 
knowledge has raised a number of new questions. How many specimens 
of the species ‘civilizations' have now come within the observer’s held 
of vision ? On what criterion are we to establish which of these newly 
discovered entities is entitled to rank as a civilization ? On what criterion, 
again, are we to demarcate them from each other ? If a Western inquirer 
is exercised by these questions, his knowledge of the Hellenic Civilization 
places in his hand an exploratory^or, in the logicians’ language, 
‘heuristic’—tool. He can take the Hellenic Civilization as a provisional 
‘model’ of what a complete specimen of the species 'civilizations’ nright 
be expected to be. Since the species is a hypo^etical construction based 
on the observation that the Hellenic and the Western Society exhibit 
an impressive number of common features, it follows, ex kypothesi, that 
any other society that resembles one or other or both of ^ese proto¬ 
types, to the extent, more or less, of their resemblance to each other, 
can be recognized as being an additional specimen, and, in consequence, 
also an additional indication of the usefulness of the exploratory hypo¬ 
thesis. 

Of course, the number of specimens identified and accredited in this 
way will not necessarily exhaust the list. The Hellenic CiviUzation is a 
key that wiU not unlock all doors, and other tools can and should be used 
as alternatives where the HeUenic tool fails to do the job. In the earlier 
volumes of this book I myself have used the Hellenic key to the utter¬ 
most of its capacity and, as I have now come to think, beyond it. I 
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have also neglected to try other keys where the Hellenic key has ob¬ 
viously not fitted the lock. These were faults, I confess, and in Chapter 
VI of this volume I have tried to take a first step towards correcting 
them. But a method is not discredited by a practitioner’s faulty use of it. 
A ’model’* is a most effective tool if it is used skilfully and discriminat¬ 
ingly; and the Hellenic Civilization, which is the model readiest to the 
hand of a Western collector of other specimens of the same species, 
has been used recently, not only by me, in the present book, but by 
Spengler before and by Bagby since. B^by uses as his model the com¬ 
pleted history of the Hellenic Civilization, supplemented by the still 
continuing history of the Western;* and with this ‘heuristic’ instrument 
he identifies a pattern of the Hellenic-Western type in other civilizations. 
He finds this pattern strongly pronounced in the history of his Chinese 
and Indian civilizations,* and detects traces of it in most of the other 
civilizations^ on his list of nine specimens of the species. 

The Hellenic and Western pair of specimens can also be put to the 
further use of throwing light on the nature of the relations between 
civilizations; and this is a necessary part of any comprehensive study of 
human aftiirs. For civilizations are not in truth the windowless Leib- 
nizian monads—each going its own way without influencing, or being 
influenced by, any of &e others—that Spengler holds them to be. En¬ 
counters between dvUizations that are contemporary with each other, 
and historical relations between civilizations of different dates, are as 
prominent and important features of human history in the Age of the 
Civilizations as the likenesses and differences between civilizations 
regarded as being so many specimens of one species. While a compara¬ 
tive study of the histories and ‘styles’ of civilizations can take its start 
in a comparison of the Western Civilization with the Hellenic, a study 
of the historical relations between civilizations of different dates can take 
its start in an examination of the historical relation in which the same 
two civilizations stand to each other. At the beginning of this book, I 
took the historical relation between the Western and the Hellenic 
Civilization as a ‘model’ for the historical inquiry, and the likenesses and 
differences between them as a ‘model’ for the comparative one. Looking 
back at my use of the historical ‘model’, I now think that I made the 
same mist^e with it that I made with the typological ‘model’ for com¬ 
parative study: I overworked it. But I still think that it is good for 
some work—good, in fact, for the important work of studying the 
historical relation between civilizations of different dates. 

These considerations confirm my belief that a knowledge of the 
Hellenic Civilization is a valuable tool in a Western inquirer’s hands for 
exploring two of the principal fields that have to be explored in a com¬ 
prehensive study of human af^irs. This tool’s value has, in fact, re¬ 
ceived reo^mition in the practical form of employment. It has been 
employed, for instance, by three inquirers whom I have mentioned— 
Vico, Spengler, and Bagby—besides myself. Its employment by Vico 
and by me might not seem to have much significance if it bad not also 

* See Bagby’s lucid de&iition of a 'nwdel' in Cvltun and Hiftory, pp. aoo-t. 

* See op. cie., p. 21a. > Ibid., pp. 212-14. * Ibid., pp. 215-17. 
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been employed by ihc other two. Vico and I both had the same fifteenth- 
century Italian classical education, and our use of the Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion, up to the hilt, might be dismissed with the cutting remark that this 
was, after all, the only tool that these two poor creatures had.* But this 
is not true of either Spengler or Bagby. Neither of these two inquirers, 
I believe, was brought up almost exclusively on the Greek and Latin 
classics, as Vico and I were. Spengler was a mathematician; Bagby puts 
his trust in anthropology. All the same, they, too, have both made use 
of the Hellenic Civilization, and, more than that, have used it, as Vico 
and I have, as their key-tool. That must surely mean that it is a tool of 
obvious value, and this, again, must mean that a classical education is 
something worth having. 


(ii) Unfortunate Effects 

(a) Effects on my Writing of English 

1 have, I hope, now convincingly made my point that a classical 
education has much to be said for it, and this both in general and for the 
particular purpose of trying to make a comprehensive study of human 
afifairs. Since, however, this happens to be the kind of education that I 
myself have received, I must not blow its trumpet vdthout also dwelling 
on some of the unfortunate effects that it has had for me. I am aware of 
these unfortunate effects—partly thanks to my critics’ strictures on them. 
These reflect, of course, on me, and not on the classical kind of educa¬ 
tion; for many people have been drilled in this as thoroughly as I have 
been without ts^ng the harm from it that I have taken. 

For example, I have allowed my classical education in the Greek and 
Latin languages to have an unfortunate effect on the style in which I 
write my English mother-tongue. I often fall into writing English 
clumsily. A number of critics have castigated this in sharper words,* 

> If I needed consolation for the hard words that Bagby tis« in his critique of ray 
work, I should find it in hia treatment of Vico. ‘In 1725 . . . Giambattiaia Vico, a half- 
educated Neapolitan literary hack, published the first version of hia Seittuca Nuooa, 
which prefigures in a confusMl and ungrammatical manner many aspects of nineteenth- 
century historical diought’ (P. Bagby: Cultvra and History, p. xa). If one ia^t in the 
ttocka, it ia indeed consoling to find oneself neck-and-neck wi^ Vico there. This makes 
it an honour to be treated to the punishment. Companionship in the stocks becomes 
fdlowship in a distinguished academy. 

» See, for example. Sir Ernest Barker in Toynhe* and HisUt^, pp. 93 9 ‘tL^- 

Bagby, ibid., p. 109; A. J. P. Taylor, ibid,, p. iz6; H. Kohn, ibid., p. 3|i. ^d in Der 
Afonat, August 1955, p. 465 fKohn kindly uses the gentle words ‘old-fashioned’ and 
'omamennu'); J. F. Lcady in TAe i*Aomx, vol. zi, No. 4 (1957)1 p. 140: A. Hourani in 
TAo DiMin Rnn'eto, vol. a*9. No. ^70 (December, zossh p. 388; F. Ne^n m TAo 
Amtriean joumed 0/ Eamomes ana Soeiolocy, Supplement to vol. Z4, No. 3 (April, 
1955), p. 48; C. B. Joynt in TAt Australasian Ja^cd of PAilotopkv, vol. 34, No. 3 
(Cl^cember, 1956), p. t 93 LJ- T. in TAo Oxford M<uaim«, »8th October, 1954; 
C. Poore in The Now York Timer, i7Ch October, 1954; W. O. Ault in TAeJoumelof BMt 
and Jteiirion, April, I9S5, pp. 119-23. . . 

Unfavourable judgements are paroally ofhet by others. For instance, in The Times 
Literary St^plement of 17th August, 1956, a writer who comet down on the ^favour¬ 
able side docs also find some points in favour of my way of writing^; and this ia actually 
praised by some critica: e.g. r. J. Teggait in a letter to me of 8th January, 1936; F. L. 
Schuman in The Natron, oth November, 1954; G. Mann in Der Monat, Jabrgang 1, 
Heft 4 January, 1949), pp. 34-40; M. Savelle in The Pae^ Historical Peviete, vol. xxv. 
No. z (February, 1956), pp. 55-67; T. A. Sumberg in Social Research, vol. 14, No. 3 
(September, 1947). pp. 267-84; P. M .Sweezy in TAe Notion, 19th October, 1946; W. F. 
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and one of them, Sir Ernest Barker, has also given the correct diagnosis 
of the malady. He traces it to the effects of my cla.ssical education. 
I write English, he justly says, in a Ciceronian style, as if it were a foreign 
language. The stuff calls for a literary surgeon’s knife to ‘break up and 
rewrite the long rolling cryptic sentences’ and cut out ‘the ornate 
alias’,* to chasten the metaphors, to prune the analogies.^ The reviewer 
in The Oxford Magazine wittily remarks that I have ‘never felt obliged 
to use one word if two would do’. The writer in The Times Lkerary 
Supplement who kindly credits me with a ‘mastery over words’ ex- 
pre^ed ‘in a clear prose of the most pliable steel’, also justly debits me 
with ‘another style ... encumbered by its own wealth, like a man who 
loads himself with souvenirs from every resort he ever visited’. 

‘There arc times [this writer finds] when the long sentences—every 
adjective and adverb inserted, all loopholes stopped up, and nothing left 
to the imagination—would clog the mind even if they were not further 
burdened with cumbrous Latinisations.’ 

Barker points out that this particular tmfortunate result of a classical 
education is not universal and is therefore not inevitable. He cites his 
own case as an instance. He has had the same classical education that I 
have had, without succumbing to this malady; and this is true. If one’s 
automatic reaction to an inoculation is excessive, that is one’s own look¬ 
out If one’s error is only partly involuntary, and is partly the result of 
an irrational prejudice, one is still more to blame. But the question of 
culpability is b^ide the point. The point is that language is not a 
private plaything. It is a means of communication or nothing. A writer 
must write in the language that is current among the public that he 
wishes to reach; and, in writing this language, he must follow the usual 
practice of his and his readers’ day. He writes in order to be read, and, 
in his encounter with his reader, the reader has the last word. At any 
moment the reader can stop reading if he wishes, but the writer can 
never stop wishing to have readers. If he were to become indifferent 
to his book’s being read, this would make nonsense of his whole activity, 
and he would have done better if he had never put pen to paper. So, if 
he falls into writing in a style which is alien to the genius of his linguistic 
medium, or which, short of that, is noticeably dis^rdant with ordinary 
current usage, he stands to lose more by his personal peculiarity than 

Albright in Tht Evama Sun of Baldmorc, lAtb October, 1934, *nd in From tht Stone 
Agt to Christianity, Sna ed., p. 97; P. H. Unaerhill in The Casiadian Hittorieed Revitte, 
ral. xxzii, No. 3 (September, rgstX PP- 201-19. 

I *m very grtteful to these mourule critics—the more so beesuse 1 em CMt one of 
them nrnelf. 

G. Msnn observes, in D«r Monet, Jshrgang 1, Heft 4 (Juiusrr, 1949), pp. 34-40. 
thst it is the litersry quslides of my wori^-e.g. s gift for describing, illustrsting, sna 
quotrog aptly—that have won an entry for my ideas amorw ‘the broM masses’. Mann 
remarn that what aeems to the mastes to be a merit is decidedly a defect in the eyes of 
the scientific world. In Mann’s own opinion my m^od is, in tnidi, not altogether 
satisfactory from a scientific point of view. E. Fleas, in Toynhie and History, pp. 381-2, 
credits me 'with ‘ability to use words evocsttv^'. but notes thst ‘an unwitting simplifica¬ 
tion may thus creep in’. Fiess examines judiciously the case for and against my long 
sentences, my key words, and the allusiveness of my styic* 

1 Sir Ernest Barker in Toynbet and History, p. 93. 

* Ibid., p. 97. 
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his reader does. The reader who finds his style difficult, or just irritating, 
has an easy remedy. He can put the book down and pi^ up another 
written in a more congenial style by a different author. But the price 
that the irritating auffior may have to pay for having indulged his 
literary eccentricity is to frustrate himself by defeating his own pur> 
poses. He will certainly reduce the number of his readers. 

Here is an effect of a classical education that has been an unfortunate 
one for me. My Latinizing way of writing English is not, of course, 
deliberate. It is the unintended result of many hours spent, at an im¬ 
pressionable age, on writing Latin prose. But, as far as 1 have become 
conscious of this fault, I have, 1 thin^ been partly inhibited from correct¬ 
ing it by a distaste for the vernacular languages of the Western World 
which is also the result of a classical education. This is partly a classical 
scholar's irrational prejudice. I have been educated into seeing in 
French a vulgar deformation of Latin, and in English a barbarous 
substitute for it. But I also have a rational ground for finding these 
Western vernaculars inferior to Ladn and Attic Greek, and also to Pre- 
AtatUrk Ottoman Turkish (of which I have a smattering). 

The grammar and the syntax of these three languages work together 
not only to allow, but to demand, a style that leaves the reader in no 
doubt about the logical connexion between the words and phrases in 
which the writer is addressing him. A writer employing such logical 
linguistic media as these can and should bring out clearly me distinction 
between subordinate clauses and the main clause on which they logically 
depend. And, if it is Latin or Attic Greek that he is writing, he also can 
and should link sentence to sentence by conjunctions expressing precise 
and finely differentiated logical relations. If one has been brought up on 
languages of this kind, and on the highly articulated structural style 
that comes natural to him when he writes in them, he will feel that the 
Western vernaculars, and the style in which, nowadays, they arc usually 
written, are inferior inasmuch as they throw upon the reader the work 
of establishing the logical relations that it is the writer’s business to 
indicate. And it is true that the natural style in these languages, in con¬ 
trast to Attic Greek and Latin, is an uncoordinated series of short 
indicative sentences, linked together, if at all, by conjunctions with only 
vague and ambiguous logical connotations. It is also true, however, that 
this staccato style is not just a symptom of democracy and perversity. 
It, too, has its reason. Its first objective is simplicity, and it achieves this 
at the price of sacrificing logical clarity. The classicaUy educated reader 
and writer are apt to overlook this valuable virtue of the loose-jointed 
vernacular style’s obvious defects. On the other hand, a master of the 
vernacular style finds the integrated classical style clumsy even when 
the medium is an integrated language, and he finds it grotesque when 
a contemporary employs it, as I have done, in writing one of the current 
vernaculars. 

Considering how much of the literature of the Western Civilization 
was written in Latin down to the fifteenth century, it is not surprising 
chat the early modem writers in the vernaculars should have continued 
to employ the classical s^le, inappropriate though this was to their new 



590 PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
linguistic medium. But the impossibility of writing English satisfac¬ 
torily in this style has been demonstrated, once for all, by the contrast 
between Milton’s munificent failure as a writer of prose and Drydcn’s 
adroit success. Dryden was not gifted with Milton’s genius, but he had 
the sense to realize what could and could not be done with the English 
language, and to adapt his own style to the medium in which he and 
Milton both had to work. Subsequent writers of English have no excuse 
for not heeding this warning example. Where Milton failed, how can they 
expect to succeed? We have to take our linguistic medium as we find it. 
To apply the point ad hominan, the accident of my birthplace and cul¬ 
tural milieu has given me the English language for my mother-tongue; 
and it is my good fortune that this language, which I have never had 
to learn ardhcially, happens to be today the mother-tongue of many 
nations besides my own, and also to be a lingua franca of £most world¬ 
wide currency. So I must write in English, and therefore should try to 
write it in the style that is demanded by the language’s genius and is 
prescribed by current usage. 

I have found this difficult because 1 have had a classical education 
in Greek and Latin. Having been educated in this \vay, I should feel 
more at home if Greek and Latin were the media of communication 
between me and my public. It is a reflection on a classical education, as 
well as on one particular recipient of it, that it should have educated me 
into putting myself out of tune with my mother-tongue and, in con¬ 
sequence, also, to some extent, with the public among whom I hope to 
find readers. 

(b) Effects on the Range of Knowledge 

In a criticism of me for my treatment of Judaism, Berkovitz remarks' 
that 'the friendliest thing one may say about him is that he is an ignora¬ 
mus’. This may be friendly, but unfortunately it is not illuminating, 
because a state of general ignorance is not particularly distinctive either 
of me or of anyone else in ffie present-day world. Here and now, In fact, 
everybody is an ignoramus if his personal range of knowledge is measured 
against the total pool of knowledge on which he could draw if he had 
the capacity.* The pertinent question is how far his particular educatioital 
equipment ^Is short of what is required for the particular enterprise on 
whi(^ he is engaged. Ad kominem the question is how far my own 
equipment falls short of what is required for trying to make a compre- 
heiaive study of the morphology of human afl^rs.^ It goes without 

' E. Berkovitx: Tudaism: Fouii or FtrjiuntT, p. 43. 

> See Chepter iV, pp. 105-6. 

) A catalo^e of points in which he finds me ignorsnt is given by the Iste Professor 
D. M. Robinson in Tht Jnunt of Toynboo'i History: A Ceoptratius Appraisal. A number 
of Robinson's shots hit the msrx, but the percentage of {• high enough to make it 

necessary for me to ask readers of this passw not to take Robinson's statements on 
trust without verifying them for themselves. They can do diis by consulting my wife’s 
sdmirsble indexes to this book, without having to read the text. 

For instance, Robinson says that 'Sparta » in the main sadly ignored' (op. dc). 
Yet in volume iii there is a chapter on Sparta that runs to ap pages (iii. 50-79). In 
my wife's index to veb. t-iii the entry 'Sptrta' occupies more t^n 11 inches of ■ 
column; in her index to vols. iv-vi the corresponding entry occupies more than three 
and s half inches, with cross-references to A^ IV (two inches) snd Cleomenes III 
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saying, of course, that, if the study is to be comprehensive, it must be 
panoramic, not microscopic, in its mental scale. A comprehensive study 
of the morphology of human afi^rs in detail has come, for the reasons 
considered in Chapter IV, to be an enterprise quite beyond the powers 
of any individual mind today. Nothing short of a third world war 
fought with atomic weapons could conceivably reduce our present vast 
common store of knowledge to the manageable proportions that would 
make relative omniscience possible, once again, for some future Bede 
or Alcuin in a re-barbarized Post-Western World. 

Looking, from this point of view, at my own range of knowledge, I 
am ruefully aware that my classical education has left me almost 
entirely ignorant of modem Western discoveries, from the seventeenth 
century onwards, in the fields of mathematics and physical science. 
This is indeed a big blank. Yet I do not think that my education, in 
leaving this great gap in my knowledge, has thereby crippled me for 
attempting my particular enterprise. It is true that this personal ignor¬ 
ance about some of the characteristic achievements of the Western 
Civilization in its modern age is a serious handicap to an understanding 
of the Western Society’s modern genius.* But, after all, the Western 
Civilization is only one of a number of specimens of the species of 
society that it represents; and, as we have seen,* it is an imperfect 
specimen in the sense that its history is still unfinished. At a pinch, 
therefore, we could dispense with this Western specimen in making a 
comparative study of civilizations. At any rate, an ignorance of even an 
important aspect of the Western Civilization is not fatal for inouiring 
into the morphology of the civilizations as a class. The intellectual 
equipment that is indispensable for this enterprise is a knowledge of at 
least the salient features of as many as possible of the known civilizations 

(three and a half tnchea). In the index to vols. vii-x the correaponding entry occupies 
nearly cvro and a half inches. 

Other inaccuraciea in Robinson’a catalogue are noted in the present volume, on p. 599, 
footnote I, and p. 600, footnote i. 

In self-defence, I have to point these inaccuracies out, though I feel rueful about 
having to do this when Robinson is no longer in this world to stand up for hinuelf. His 
misses illustrate the same general point as nis hits. The point is that no human mind is 
impeccable, not even the mind of the finest scholar—and Robinson was a ve^ fine one. 

* This point is made by J. K. Feibleman in T’ien HtUi Monthly>, voi. xi, Nos. i and a 
(1940), p. iSf- Che. Hill notes that 1 ^d to‘treat aaof secondary importance the sort of 
progress wmch is reflected in technique and economic production, and to regard all 
civUtzadona as “philoeophicdly contemporaneous”. He (Toynbee] approaches “Western 
Christendom” ol the last 1000 years ss a single civilisation: the technical and economic 
transformadon of mediaeval sociew by the nse of capitalism is regarded as of seconds^ 
importance' ( 7 A« Modem Quarterly, Autumn, 1947, p. >93). F. H. Underhill traces this 
outlook of mine back to the effect on me of a classical ^ucation. 'While Toynbee's 
mastery of the Oxford ''Greats” [i.e. Literal Humaniorei] discipline gave him great 
advantages as a student of world history, it also made him li^te to certain shortcomings. 
"Grests” is a purely literary discipline; the students learn little about Greek science 
and nothing about modem science. More than one cridc has remarked on Toynbee's 
blindness to what science has achieved in our modem world and to the difference that 
this makes between us and all other civilizadons. . . . Toynbee seems to me to brush 
aside much too easily any adequate consideradon of the reladon between technological 

R rogreas and the growth of a ctvUizadon’ {The Canadian Hittorical Reviete, vol. »oeii, 
Fo. 3 (September, 1951). pp. 20i-*t9). References to some of the cridcs whom Under¬ 
hill has in mind will m fouTKl on p. 6oe, footnote a. 

F. Borkenau discerns a turn of the dde of public feeling in the West against technology, 
ss one of the resedons to the invendon of the atomic weapon {Merkur, July, 1949, 
p. 6as). * On pp. SM-S- 
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that have already run their course. This is the province of knowledge on 
which I have concentrated my efforts since the end of my formal 
education in the Greek and Latin languages and literature. 

This formal education, which I was given intensively over a period of 
fifteen years, has equipped me with a certain knowledge and under¬ 
standing of one civiIi2ation, the Hellenic. It has also set me a standard 
to aim at in trying, under my own steam, to continue my education and 
to extend its range during these last years.* In a busy working 
life, in which the ^t call on one's energies is the need to earn a living 
for one’s family and for oneself, the governing factor in one’s course of 
adult self-education is one’s choice of priorities in laying out the use of a 
limited amount of spare working-time. The choice that one makes is not, 
of course, entirely planned and deliberate. It is partly determined by 
intellectual interests and preferences for which one can give no rational 
explanation. As far, however, as I have worked on a deliberate plan, I 
have given priority to trying to learn as much as possible about as many 
as possible of the other societies, living or 'dead', of the species of which 
the Hellenic Society has been the prototype for me.* 

A study of the Hellenic Civilization leads one on, of itself, as I have 
noticed in this chapter already,* to a study of two living civilizations, 
the Byzantine and ^ Islamic. A knowledge of Attic Greek, in the form 
in which it became the lingua franca {koini) of the whole Hellenic World, 
makes accessible the medieval Byzantine literature in this language, and 
also makes it easy to pick up a knowledge of Modem Greek in its 
colloquial form and, still more, in its rather artificial literary one. As for 
Arabic, Persian, and Turkish, it has been my ambition, from an early 
age, to make myself as much at home in these three leading languages 
of ^e Islamic World as I am in Attic Gr^k and in Latin. But 1 have 
not found time to achieve this ambition so far; and, in this book, I have 
had to deal with the Islamic Civilization as best I could with only a 
smattering of Arabic and Ottoman Turkish and not even that minimum 
acquaintance with Modern Persian. Of these three languages, I have 
given the lowest priority to Persian for the same reason that has made 
me try to learn something about the Byzantine Civilization in Russia 
without having learnt Russian, and something about the civilizations of 
India without having learnt Sanskrit. Persian, Russian, and Sanskrit 
are languages of the Indo-European family to which Greek, Latin, 
English, and nearly all the living vernaculars of the Western World, 
besides English, belong. So, for a classically educated Englishman, the 

‘ A. N. Holcombe notice* (in Tht Ammaa Political Sewic* Revuto, toI. xltx. No. 4 
(December, 1955), |>p. 1151-4) that I have not succeeded in teaching mjrsclf as much 
about any other dratsation as I was taught about the Hellenic at school and at the 
univenity. 

* Bagby, who divides hts list of dviltzadons into a ‘major* and a ‘secondary* class, 
rcmarica, m Culture and History, p. 170, that I mention no more than two or three of his 
‘secondary* dvUizatioas, and he wondm whether I am ignorant of the eztstence of the 
rest or have induded thra as parts of other civilixationa on my list. The second of these 
two altemativta that be allows me hits the truth. My list of dvilixadona does not coin* 
cide with Bagby'a list. But, whereas Bagl^ seems to be stru^ by the points in which the 
two lists disagree, I am struck by the mints in which they correspond with each other. 

In revising my own list in this volume, 1 have introduced a ‘satellite* class of civiliutiona. 
'Satellite* seems to me to be a less subjeedve nodon than ‘secondary’ (aee pp. 551-5). 

> On pp. 582-3. 
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acquisition of yet another Indo-European language does not hold any 
great promise of widening his linguistic horizon. By contrast, even the 
slight acquaintance with Arabic and Turkish that I have gained has been, 
for me, an invaluable asset because it has given me a glimpse of two 
non-Indo-European linguistic worlds, the ^mitic and the Ural-Altaic, 
in which the structure of the languages, and to some extent also the 
psycholo^ that this structure reflects, arc different from anything within 
the experience of someone whose mother-tongue is an Indo-European 
one and who has not broken out of the wide bounds of the Indo- 
European family. 

Thanks to the marvellous work done by Western archaeologists in 
Egypt, South-West Asia, and the Aegean since the French invasion of 
£g3rpt in A.D. 1798, a knowledge of the Hellenic Civilization now leads, 
not only forwards in time to a study of the Byzantine and Islamic 
civilizations, but also backwards to a rediscovery of temporarily for¬ 
gotten civilizations in the Hellenic Civilization’s historical background. 
The Minoan-Helladic-Mycenaean Civilization in the Aegean, which is 
the Hellenic Civilization’s direct predecessor, has been rediscovered 
almost within my lifetime. The most recent outstanding achievement in 
this exciting series—Ventris’s decipherment of the Minoan linear 
script ‘B’ and demonstration that the language conveyed in it is Greek— 
was made in 1952. This resurrection of the Pre-Hellenic past in the 
Hellenic Civilization’s homeland is bound to be enthralling for a con¬ 
temporary Hellenist, especially if he is interested in the Hellenic 
Civilization as being a prototype of one kind of society, and is on the 
look-out for other representatives of this. He is also bound to be in¬ 
terested in the Minoan-Helladic-Mycenaean Civilization’s older, and 
earlier rediscovered, contemporaries in Egypt and Traq (labelled 
’Egyptiac’ and ’Sumero-Akkadian' in my revised list of civilizations), 
and its younger contemporary in Anatolia (the ‘Hittite’ Civilization). 
In 19x1-12 I was in Greece for ten months as a student of the British 
School at Athens. It is true that I spent all my time during that stay in 
walking about the country. I have never taken part in an archaeological 
excavation or learnt, by practising it, the archaeologist’s swiftly devwop- 
ing technique. I have not mastered any of the temporarily forgotten 
scripts, languages, and literatures that the archaeologists have redis¬ 
covered and deciphered.’ But, at second-hand, I have been an eager 
student of the additions that the archaeologists have made to our fund 
of knowledge. In pursuing civilizations backward in time beyond the 
point at which literary records begin, an inquirer ascends a trail that has 
been blazed for him by the archaeologists, and by them alone, in the 
huge dark forest of oblivion. An archaeologically uninstructed explorer of 
the comparative study of civilizations could not do without the precious 
additional specimens that the archaeologists have added to his collection.^ 

> Eduard Meyer waa perhapa the last htatorian who waa able, at leaat in aome measure, 
to deal at first hand with original texts in Ancient Egyptian and in Akkadian, as well as 
in Greek and Latin. Meyer'a example proves that thu intellcctuat feat is possible, but 
I have found it beyond my strength. 

> Bagby truly aaya that the distmetion between hisKiry and archaeology ‘u esientially 
one of technique rather than subject-matter; the historian digs in the srehives and the 
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My own feeling towards the archaeologists is one of gratitude as well as 
admiration. ‘ 

The conventional single-track diagram of history makes it all lead up 
to the observer’s own time and place, and the Western variant of this 
scheme arrives at its own self-centred goal by making a succession of 
arbitrary side-steps in a westward direction: from Traq and Egypt to 
the Aegean; from the Aegean to Italy; from Italy to Transalpine Western 
Europe; and thence to the Americas in the Post-Columbian Age. A 
Western explorer of the comparative study of civilizations has therefore 
to lean over eastwards in order to correct his own society’s westward 
penchant. If he fails to make this readjustment of the conventional 
Western stance, he will be turning a blind eye to one half of the Oikou- 
meni\ and this wilful blindness will halve, for him, the number of the 
civilizations that should have been within his ken. Since the rise of the 
civilizations of the earliest generation, some five thousand years ago, in 
the waist of the Old World, where the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf of 
the Indian Ocean all but touch the Mediterranean inlet of the Atlantic, 
civilization has fanned out symmetrically in both directions, eastward as 
well as westward. I have therefore made an effort to gain some foothold 
in the history and archaeology of the eastern wing of the Oikoumeni: 
that is, India, Eastern Asia, and Pre-Columbian Nuclear America, east 
of the Pacific. In this area I have deliberately neglected Sanskrit, have 
looked longingly at Pali (the vehicle of the Hinayana Buddhist scrip¬ 
tures), and have not dared to dream of memorizing Chinese characters. 
And in this area, too, I have been greatly beholden to the archaeologists, 
as far as an amateur can profit by their work. Here, again, within my 
own lifetime, they have lengthened the range of our vision of the past in 
India and in China by disinterring relics of the Indus Culture and the 
Shang Culture. As for the civi^tions of the Andes and Middle 
America, with their satellites in what are now Colombia, Northern 
Chile, North-Western Argentina, and the south-western and south- 
cast-central sections of the United States, we are indebted to the 
archaeologists for the \riiole of our knowledge, except for Spanish 
records of the phases during and immediately preceding the Spanish 
Conquest. 

The two major Pre-Columbian civilizations in the Americas are, of 
course, particularly valuable for a comparative study of civilizations 
because of their separateness from the civilizations of the Old World. 
Whatever may be the final verdict on the alleged Pre-Columbian con¬ 
tacts, made perhaps from both directions, between the civilizations of the 


archaeolojut in the soil, but both ere concerned with whet happened to laree sroupi of 

men and what theydid in thepast’(Cu/ftire ondifwfory, p. 38) 

« Laurence Stone says pn Toynbtt and tfinory, p. 113) that in this book I have uaed 
little arehaeolo«cal material dating from later than 1930. This may be partially true of 
vola. i-iu, which were started in 1950 and published in 1934. But it is certainly not true 
of voU. yu-*, which were published m 1954. Most of my references to articles in archaeo¬ 
logical loumals are. naturally, to be found in annexes in which I deal in detail with 
pjrtic^ topict. If Stone had looked at the Annex on the Achaemenian Empire in vii. 
« 8 o-e^. Of at the piece on chronology in x. 167-313, he would have found Uiat here I 
have at^ papers publuhed up to the moment before I went to presa, and that, while 
wnto^ these pieces, I have bw in personal communication with specialists who were 
working on the subjects at the time. 
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nvo hemispheres, it seems already to be established that these contacts 
were not factors of first-class importance in the history of either group. 
In essentials each of the two groups went through the processes of 
genesis, growth, breakdown, and disintegration independently of the 
other.* 

I have also tried to learn something about the Nomadic Civiliaation, 
which has lived in a symbiosis with the sedentary civilizations of the 
Old World from its rise, early in the second millennium b.c., down to 
its virtual suppression within the last two centuries. My main effort in 
my course of self-education has, in fact, been put into a study of Man’s 
attempts, within the last 5,000 years, to rise above the level of pre- 
civilizational culture. Besides trying to make a panoramic study of as 
many specimens of the species 'civilization’ as I could identify and 
handle, I have tried to do the same with the philosophies and the 
‘higher religions’ tliat have made their appearance in and since the last 
millennium b.c., during the time w'hen the civilizations of the second 
generation were disintegrating. This may read like a recital of efforts to 
extend my knowledge over a range that would be more or less commen¬ 
surate with the enterprise on which I have embarked. But, for me, it is 
a reminder of how far I have fallen short of my aim. I have not attained, 
in any non-Hellenic field, anything like the standard of knowledge and 
understanding that has been given to me in the Hellenic field by my 
old-fashioned Western ‘classical’ education. In my knowledge of the 
non-Hellenic civilizations and the higher religions there are appalling 
gaps. And my knowledge of the aeons of history before these last 5,000 
years is little better than sheer ignorance. A recital of some blank 
patches that are conspicuous to me will bring out some of my limitations. 
There will, no doubt, be others to which I am blind but which are no 
less conspicuous to my critics. 

In my study of civilizations and higher religions I am acutely con¬ 
scious of three dim spots and of one general shortcoming. 

One of these dim spots is my neglect of the civilization in which I 
myself have been brought up. This neglect has been partly deliberate, 
and for this I have had three reasons. The first reason (mentioned 
already) is that the Western Civilization is an imperfect specimen of 
its species because its history is still unfinished. Then, as far as I do 
want to know about the Western Civilization, I feel that I can imbibe 
this knowledge through my pores, since, after all, this is the cultural 
atmosphere in which 1 live and move. My classical education has not 
made me immune to my Western cultural environment. It has not been 
as effective as all that. My third reason for deliberately neglecting the 
West is that the historical and sociological information about the West 
is voluminous out of all proportion to its value for a comparative study 
of civilizations. The bulk of it consists of details that, for my purpose, 
are not very significant or illuminating. If I were to plunge into this 
ocean of non-significant detail I might find myself unable to get my head 
above water again for the rest of my working life. These seem to me to 
be three rational grounds for treating the West rather cavalierly if one 
> See Chapeert X «ad XI, pp. 357-75. 
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is trying to mskt a comprehensive study of the morphology of human 
affairs. But I have also to confess to an irrational reaction to which I 
refer again at a later point in this chapter.* The West's self-adulation in 
modem times—since about the end of the seventeenth century—pro¬ 
vokes me into depreciating the West emotionally some degrees below 
my rational appraisal of its peculiar defects and peculiar merits. 

A second dim spot, of which I am aware, is my neglect of Israel, 
Judah, the Jews, and Judaism. I have neglected these out of proportion 
to their true importance. Judaism is one of half-a-dozen living higher 
religions, and two of the others, Christianity and Islam, arc, in origin, 
denationalized versions of it.^ V^en Jewish critics accuse me of seeing 
Judaism, not through Jewish eyes, but through those of the Christian 
Church, supplemented by Eduard Meyer's,* I have to plead guilty to 
the cha^. Though my personal religious beliefs are, in some points, 
nearer to Judaism^ than they are to or^odox Christianity, it is true that 
I have tended to see Judaism through Christian eyes in the sense that 
I have seen it, in the conventional Christian perspective, as a prelude 
to Christianity, and as one which rejected its manifest destiny when it 
repudiated the new religious insight or revelation to which it had been 
leading up.* A Christian or Muslim gentile ought, of course, to try to 
correct his sectarian prejudice by trying to reverse his stand and to look 
at his own religion trough Jewish eyes. After this deflating exercise, 
he might And lumself in a condition to look at Judaism through Jewish 
eyes as a phenomenon in itself, and one that would still have had the 
supreme ^ue that it does have, even supposing that Christianity and 
Islam had never come into existence. 

I am ignorant of the Rabbinical Jewish literature and of the Jewish 
philosophy that flourished in an early Islamic and a medieval Western 
cultural environment^ I know the Pharisees, not through their own 
writings, but through the denunciations of them in the Gospels (de- 

> On pp. 626-30. > See pp. 87-88 asd 511-17. 

> ‘A man whoee only aouroea on Judaism are the New Testament and Eduara Meyer' 
(E. Berkovitz: Judaism: Fwii or FtrTiuntK p. 41). 

4 I am particularty gnteful to Rabbi J. B. Agus for his testimony (m point. ‘Seen 
in the light of the caaeno'al ideas of Judaum, hia^hOoeophy of history', Rabbt Agua says, 
referring to mine, ‘it in line with the genuine mpetua of the Hebrew prophets and of 
the maatef'builden of the Talmud.... la the meet profound and real sense, 'Toynbee's 
main thcaet are faithful to the ipirit of our Holy Scnpmres and to the spiritual genius of 
Judaism' (Rabbi J. B. Agus in 4, No. 4 (Fall, Z955), pp. 219 and 329). 

* ‘All readers of Toynbee’s work are imereti by the atrong Chrutian bias. . . . 

Though he repudiates fundamentalism with the utmost scorn, be clings to the dog- 
nutic view that the emergence of Christianity has rendered Judaism superfluous' (Agus 
in loc. cit., p. 319. Cp. Berkovitz, op. ctt., pp, to and r^; M. ^muel: Th*Frojtstor attd 
tiu Fossil, pp. 72 and 1^-5). In another place Nwember, 

>956, pp. 43-44) Rabbi Agus points out that, ‘similarly, we who are non-Orthodox and 
ther^orc also oon^fundamentalist, operate with the symbols and mode ^ thought of the 
Jewish tradition'. ‘Failure to take account of the categories of thought of the non* 
Jewish World is one of the enduring factors in Jewish hi^ry, resulting in tragedies that 
were manifestly avoidable' {Jvdaum, Winter, 1956, p. 43). Agus's conclusion is an 
admirable one. ‘Identity of approach b out of the question, but we can learn from one 

another if we continue to converse agreeably and with mutual respect.... 'Thtte n_ 

need for a cominuout conversation to be carried on between the representatives of the 
two tradittoos, for their mutual benefit and enlightenment' (Tm NationsU Jttoish 
Monthly, November, r956, pp. 43-44). 

* Samuel points out, tn op. dt., pp. 22-23, that I do not mention the Talmud, the 
Mishnah, the Midrsshim, or any Jewish pbilMphcr—not even Spinoza. 
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nundations that are echoes of a family quarrel within the bosom of the 
Jewish fraternity).* Worst of all, I have never learnt even a smattering of 
Hebrew. Since childhood, Hebrew has left me cold, whereas I have had a 
passionate desire to learn Arabic. This partiality is evidently irrational; 
for a knowledge of either of these two Semitic languages would have 
had the same liberating effect on a mind imprisoned in an Indo-European 
mother-tongue, and both languages alike open the door to a first-hand 
acquaintance with a great literature. A Jewish critic might jump to the 
conclusion that this coldness towards the Hebrew language was the 
effect of anti-Semitic or anti-Zionist feelings. But it dates back in me to 
a time before Zionism had become practical politics, and, though I am 
opposed to Zionism (identifying it, as I do, with Western nationalism 
and colonialism),* I l^ve never felt any inclination to be anti-Semitic.* 
There have always been more Jews than Arabs in my drcle of friends— 
as was indeed to be expected, considering that my home has not been in 
Dar-al-Islam, and that in Christendom there is no Muslim diaspord 
comparable to the Jewish. So I cannot accoimt for my acquiescence in 
this particular dim spot, but I am none the less conscious of its being 
there. 

My third dim spot in my study of civilizations is South-East Asia, 
continental and insular. This region has not been the birthplace of any 
independent civilization; but the Indian, Chinese, and Islamic civiliza¬ 
tions have all radiated into it and have all undergone modifications there 
as a result of the experiences of displacement and of contact with the 
indigenous cultures and with each other. The South-East Asian modifica¬ 
tions of the Indian and Chinese civilizations are perhaps sufficiently 
differentiated from the originals to warrant a classification of them as 
separate civilizations of the satellite kind.^ I am only now beginning to 
enter this South-East Asian field. Except for having made the sea- 
passage through the Straits of Malacca in 1929 ,1 did not find an oppor¬ 
tunity of visiting either Indonesia or continental South-East Asia till 
1056. As a matter of fact it might have been difficult to obtain anything 
like a true picture of South-E^t Asian history and culture at an earlier 
date than now; for South-East Asia, like Nuclear America, is an area in 
which the progress of archaeologies discovery has only lately reached 
a point at which the picture revealed by it is beginning to come into 
focus. 

I The following points shout the Phsruecs are made, among others, by Berkovita in 
op. cit. The Pharisees were the Jewish community’s 'creative minority' (p. 116). ‘They 
were lay teachers snd lay preachers’ (p. 117). ’Some of the pubUcans ought welt have 
followed Jeaus; the people followed me Pharueca’ (p. xi7). 'The Pharisees’ greatest 
achievement was that their people followed them’ (p. 123). Before the appearance of 
Chj^tianity, the Pharisees had solved the problem ot the spirit and the letter (p. X17). 
The concept of the fatherhood of God it a Pharisee insight (pp. 58-60). Ad homtrnn, 
Timbee it a Pharisee without knowing it (p. 71). 

Samuel, in op. cit., makes the point tnst 'the Pharisees were the heirs of the Prophets 
(p. 88). He asks: 'Wjty does Professor Toynbee take the denunciations of the Gospels 
Itterslly, snd those of the Prophets metsphoricaUy?’(pp. 92-93). 

IGausner’s recognition that all the lo^ attributed to Jesus appear in the rabbinical 
literature too has been cited in footnote 2 to p. 87. * See pp. 627-8. 

Slam pardcularty grateful to Rabbi J. B. Agus for testifoing that I am ‘meet certainly 
not’ an anti-Semite {“Duyttoish National Monthly, November, 1956, p. 43). 

« Sec p. ssa and U:e chart on p. 559. 
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The general shortcoming in my study of tlic civilizations is, I sliould 
judge, a more serious weakness than any particular dim spot. In my 
attempt to explore their morphology I have taken too little note of some 
of the threads that weave the ever-changing pattern of a culture, and I 
have therefore made little contribution, so far, towards helping to bring 
to light cither the distinctive cultural patterns or ‘styles’ of particular 
civilizations* or the common pattern, if there is one, on which the indivi¬ 
dual patterns of particular cultures, and the specific pattern of each of the 
species of culture, are so many variations. 

My first concern has been to explore the uniformities that come to 
light when one takes a synoptic view of the histories of a number of 
different civilizations,* and this primary aim—abetted, no doubt, by 
unconscious and unintentional partialities in the distribution of my 
interests and values—has led me to concentrate my attention on two, 
above all, of the several provinces of human activity and experience: 

I A. L. Kroeber commeata, in StyU and Cmliaationi, p. 120: The culture itteJf, as 
sometlwg suteuntire, ii htrdly exemined by Toynbee except incidentelly; its specific 
quelity ts scst^y portnyedj^teest of all is h viewed as a sme or p<mibre assembliM 
of atyfea* (cp. ibid., p. x^S). xOTObee ‘did not really try to classify civilizations as cul¬ 
tures’ (ibid., p. 12O. 'Hu ^‘civilizations” are societies, not cultures’ (ibid.,p. tz6).Tbe 
distmetive and difierential qualities of his civiJisattons are largely missed or ignored' 
(ibid., p. 127^. In Kroeber’s view, the medium in which the style of an entire culture 
u expressed is usually psychological. 

Kroeber also comments, in Tn* Natkrt of Ctdturt, pp. 130-x, that my delineation of 
cultures is b*s^ too much on events, too little on quality. 1 agree with the second of the 
two points msde by Ktoeber in this last cited passage, but not with the first. I do not 
think that, in human ^airs, there is really an antitheaia between ‘quality’ and ‘evenu’. 
It is of the essence of human afiairt that they are perpetually on the mow. T. J. G. 
Locher is interpreting my view correct^ whm he sayi that xny theory of grov^ ia 
‘dynaxnic-ethicu’, not ‘biological-wtatic’ 0 * Gids, May, 1048, offprint, p. x6}. So, aa 1 
see it, the style of a civilixadon cannot be viewed realisticaJly if it is not viewed as some- 
thing that ta changing all the tinw under our eyes. A. R. Bum makes the point that, ‘to 
a great extent, socieaca can change as one unit’, and that, consequently, 'their changes 
are, to this extent, not tmensbie to the statisticat methods of prMiction, employed by 
insurance eompatues, which Toynbee stresses. TTiere is a field of study here’, be adds, 
‘to which one would like to see much attention devoted in any future Study ^ History' 
{History, February-October, xgjb, p. 13). 

David Thomson comments that, in my work, ‘civilizations are judged primarily in 
tenxu of their sumval value and longevity, and hardly at all in terms of their quality or 
the height of their achievement’ {Tlu Spoetator, 17th January, 1947). H. Werner finds 
thst I Bin 'not a phytiognocnist’ (ken physso f ttomihtT)", I have not got beyond mere 
description. I do not go into any atructunl problenu. I do not make any attempt at 
a self-contained ‘holisne’ (gannhiitlieJu) interpretation of cultural phenomena. At the 
moat I have a doctrine of culture-phases, but have no doctrine of culture-morpho¬ 
logy. In short 1 have come to grief over the task of coutructing a genuine morphiMogy 

i Doutsek* Vioritl^ahrtsehrift JUr LUtratu tw is it mthaft imd GoisUtgotelde^, No. 29 
t 9 SS). pp- 543-5)- F- Borlcenau finds that I do not make any serious attempt ‘to discuss 
the spe^c coaxacteristics of the various cxviltzaQons’ (Commontary, March, 1956, 
pp. 240-x). In Trinkaus's view, Toynbee ahrmks frtmi a rw analysis of social relations 
Msed on hittoricsl data’ (Seitneo and Soeioty, vol. adi. No. i (New York 19^), p. 229). 

I do DOC shrink from this; I just have not got round to it yet. I have a programme that 
has been keeping me on the run. But, whatever may be the cause of my b&ig behhid- 
hand in this field, there seems to be a consensus thai here, Spcngler is a long way ahead 
of me (see p. 6ot, footnote t). 

» In Tfi^us’t view, as expounded in loc. cit., pp- 235-6, 'an alternative procedure 
... is to analyse the inner structure of a given civiusation, or a sample one, in order to 
find the contraata with other civilizations rather than aimilarities*. If one had andysed 
the structural and dyxuunk interreladoxu of the elements of a civilization in a number of 
different cases, one might then be able to arrive at *a rank-ordering of their comparative 
value and sequential role in Man’s development. The eriteiion emplowd would be the 
degree of redisation of the human pocendsl in the widest number of men within the 

society-’ 
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namely, changes in social structure’ and changes in religious attitude. 
These two topics are, of course, both important, and they lie at opposite 
extremes of the cultural gamut. Social structure is the most external 
clement in a human being’s life; religion is the most intimate. The 
gamut, however, includes other notes besides these two, and the music 
of cultural life is a symphony in which all notes play some part. An eye 
for changes in social structure leads one to dwell on politics and war; an 
eye for <manges in religious attitude leads one to dwell on psychological 
phenomena and spiritual experiences. I have dwelt on these two 
elements in culture^ perhaps out of proportion to the attention that I 


I P. £ngel*Jano«i points out, in Wisstaschtrft u»d Weltbild, a. Jahraang, Heft 4 
(October, 1949), p. 370, that my kind of hiatory approaches sociology. Other critict, 
however, have censured me for not having studied sociology and not having used 
the sociologists’ method. H. E. Barnet finds that I do ’not poescss the indispensable 
cornmand of the techniques and subject matter of cultural anthropology, historical 
sociology, and social history' (An Intrt^uetian to tho History of .Soctofogy, p. 729) and 
that 'there is no indication that he is ftmiliar with Amencan sociological literature* 
(ibid., p. 7 ^). D. G. Macrae finds that I have neglected or dealt very unsatisfactority 
with the history of social organization (The Literary Guide^ Janua^, 195$, p. t4). 
Mumford notices my ‘failure to recognise the important pioneer work. On parallel 
lines', of Sir Patrick Geddee. ’Toynbee never arrives at a theory of the city, such as 
Geddea brilliantly developed.' ’Toynbee unfortunate^ takes refuge mainly in a political 
and economic explanation of the rise of civilisations' (the New Republie, aTW November, 
t93f, p. 65). P. A. Sorokin (in Toynbee and Histosy. pp. 178 snd 189-^) points out 
my Ignorance of sociological works, and sun^ts that. If 1 had studied Tarde on mimesis, 
I could have saved space snd have avoided errors. My ignorance of Tarde's work is 
noticed by £. F. J. Zahn, too (in Toynbee ttnd das Problem der Gesehiehte, p. ao). R. K. 
Merton detects that I have not read Pareto (The American Journal of Sociology, vol. xlvii, 
No. a (September, 1941), pp. 305-13). D. M. Robinson says that TovnoM ’neglects 
sociology, not even mentioning Durkheim, Max Weber, Boas, or Cole’ (The Intent oj 
Toynbee's History: A Cooperative Appraisal). If, before committing himself to this 
sutement, Robinson had checked it consulting wife's index to vols. i-iii of this 
book, he would have found references there to both Cole snd Boas. I not only cite them 
but quote passages from works of theirs. My two quotations from works of Cole's in 
these first three volumes cont^ statements 01 a point of capital importance for the study 
of human ai&ira: the point that societies are not otganisms. 

Postan’s verdict on me is that, 'until he writes a work of eociology, he will not be able 
to rid himself of bis vague images or to meet the challenge of his fruitful ones' 
( 7 Vi« .SoaofogtVofRetano, vd.xxviii, p. 63). In Postan’t eyes the virtue of the sociological 
method is that it is microscopic. I have done some of this watchmaker’s work in some 
of the annexes to the present book, and have found it fascinating. But it gives no help 
towards solving the crucial current problem in the study of human afTairt, which is, 
as I see it, the problem of quantity. For this reason, and also because, in practice, 
though not in principle, present-day Western sociologists confine themselves almoet 
entirely to the microscopic study of tiny patches of contemporary Western social texture, 
and treat this, not historically, but as s^ life. I agree with Bagby, as I have said above in 
Chapter IV, in holdiiw that the sociologists’ work is not of much use for our purptwe. 
On the other hand, 1 also agree with Bagby that in neglecting the anthropologists' 
method I have deprived myself of a viduable tool. When he pronounces that this has 
been fatal to my work, I suspect that he may be exaggerating. The anthropologists' 
method is, after all, only one of a number of tools in the workman’s bag. But, of coi^, 
the value of one's own work is a question on which one’s own judgement is worth little 
more then zero. 

* Bsgby censures ‘the incredible poverty* of my subject matter. According to him, it 
it confined almost entirely to politick and military affairs (Toynbee and History, p, 104). 
In the same article, however, he criticises me (ibid., p. 107) for having given too promi¬ 
nent and. worse still, too independent a place to religion, and complains elsewhere (in 
Culture and History, p. 6) that, oefore Bagoy’s own advent, 'an Englishman or ao Ameri¬ 
can who seeks to understand history must choose between CoUingwood's unregulated 
intuitions and Toynbee’s religious fantasies’. It teems inconsistent to prosecute on a 
charge of tingle-track-mindedoesa twice over, each time on a different count. But, if 
Bagby bad said that I had paid too much attention to the two topics of religion and poli¬ 
tics ^including war), at the cost of unduly neglecting other human activities, his comment 
would have been fair and instructive. 
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have given to others: for instance, the fine arts,’ science and tcclmology,^ 
and economics.’ The consequent deficiency in my work can be measured 
by contrasting it with a feature of Spengler’s work that—to my mind 
and, I believe, in the judgement of most other students of him as well— 
is one of Spengler’s most brilliant achievements. 

* D. M. Robinson note* aetintt me that 'he ncriccta art, without which no man can 
really undentand history’ {Tkt Inttnt 0/ ToyiAets HitUrry: A C^optratim Ap^auat). 
J. K. Pdbl^an remarks tl^t, in my work, the arta and s cier t ces of peace are ignored, 
and that the failure to comprehend the place of these in history u one of my two 
m^for ahortcomiogs—the second of them being my attempt to found my syatem on 
transcendental relmon (T*Un Htia Monthly, vm. xi, Nos. 1 and a (1940), pp. 22 and 
152). Sorokin (in Toynbee and History, p. 179) finds me inadequate on art and acience 
(u well aa on philosophy, law, and ^ niatory except Hellenic). O. M. Robinson cen* 
suret me for neglecting 'the fields of archaeology, numiamacics, ceramica, plyptica, 
sculpture, and architecture’, aa well aa sociology {The Intent of Toynbee's Hutoiy: A 
Coo^ative Appraitai). For sociology see the present chapter, p. cm, footnote 1. 
As for archaeology, RMinson is answered in the following passage of W. H. McNeill's 
contribution to the same cooperadve appraisal. 'The scope and content of A Sttidy of 
History is dependent 00 the work done by archaeologiata, much of it within the present 
century. If the goo^ company of the srchteologists had not discovered and studied 
Sumerian, Bab^onian, Assyriu, Minoan, Mycenaean. Hittite, Indus, Shang, and 
Mayan dviUiationa, ToynbM could not have conceived history aa he did. In t^ most 
elementary sense, his book is a product of our age’ (The Intent of Toynbee's History: A 
Cooperative Apprautd). T. J. G. Locher makes Robinson’s cridetsm in De Gids, 
May, 194^, o^rint, p.9, in gracious terms. Why, he asks, does an artittie personality 
draw so litde on the hist^ of art for hit study? 1 plead guilty to this charge. 

* This point has been touched upon already on p. 5pt, in footnote i. J. Romein 
remarks (in Toynbee andHistory, pp. 34B-9) that I deprccute the value and significance 
of rational science and technolo^. E. riesa remarks (ibid., p. 383) that I depreciate the 
value and significance of scientific method by perveis^ identifying it with mere 
technology; and the same charge is made by Feibleman (in Tien Hsia Monthly, loc. cit). 
P. A. Sorokin is right in pointing out that, in my belief, there is no correlation between 
progreia and rtceaston in technology and progress and receaaion in culture. In Sorokin’s 
view this is, at the least, an exaggeration of the truth, if it is not ■ sheer fallicy (Sorokin 
in TOynbte and History, pp. tSo and 18^). 

John Strachey, in an unpublished critique, observes that I grossly n^lcct Man’s need 
to conquer hia material environment, and therefore gravely underestimate the impor¬ 
tance of technology. 'All hia highest values—"etherialWtion" and "lelf-determinauon” 
—are quite impoasible of achievement without a higher technique than 99 per cent of the 
World has even yet realised.’ E. Picas (in ToytAee and History, p. 383) finds, in my in¬ 
terpretation of history, a strange depreciation of the importance of material progress. 
Cp. J. Madaute (in Diogenes, No. 13 (Spring, 1936), p. 4a), and T. T, G. Loenw in 
ue Gids, May, 1948, o^irint, p. 22. Lewis Mumfora (in Diogenes, No. 13 (Spring, 
1956), p. 18) nnds that I ignore m positive conditions for the growth of civilisation, e.g. 
the importance of the acquisition of stortable foodstufb. Lynn Thorndike criticiaea me 
for nerieccing material and technical advance {The Journal of Modem History, vol. vii, 
No. 3 (September, 1935), p. ^17). A. H. Hanson castigates my ‘extraordinary ignorance’ 
of the materialiat interpretation of history, and strongly objects to my dcacribiiyt the 
technical achievements of the civilizations chat I labd^arrested’ as being a reversion to 
animalism (Scienee and Society, No. ty, tM9, pp. i In the particular case of the 

Nomads, Owen Lattimore points out, in The Atlantio Monthly, April, 1048, pp. 104-5, 
that 'the transition from marginal fanning to the breeding of livestock has not uaual^ 
been Ae result of the "chiUenge” of climatic desiccation. lUther, it has been the result 
sometimes of the discovery ana sometimes of the imitation of a new technique'. P. M. 
Sweeay had already made this point in The Nation, 19th October, 1946, on the authority 
of Lattimore’s masterly book 7m«r Asian FrorUsers of CAtna. 

3 Crsne Brinton notes thst I believe thstwe ought to re-transfer our spiritusitreuure 
from economics to religion {The Virginia Quarterly Reenen, vol. 3a, No. 3 (Summer, 
<9Sb). pp. 361-75). R. H. Tawney hm the impression that I am not much interested in 
the economic aspects of social growth and decay {International Afftdrt, November, 
t939> p. 800). Allan Nevins puts his fii^r on my ‘genersl inadequacy in treating the 
economic factors of history’ (The Nea York World-Telegram and Sun, 7th December, 
1934). Strachey, a propoe of my eulogy of Pope Gr^ry the Great in vol. iv, pp. 184-5. 
for hexing buOt ‘upon a religtoua rock and not upon economic sands’, remarks tnat, 
while it ia true that one needs to have sn ideology, it is no less true that one needs to have 
an economy as well. P. Neilaon (in The Ameruan Journal of Btonowia and Sodalogy, 
supplement to T^. 14, No. 3 (April. 1955), p. 3) remarks that my work lacks the economic 
foundations thst are provided by Plato m The Republic. 
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Spcngler’s first concern in approaching a civilization is to divine its 
distinctive 'style' or character. In this particular civilization, what is the 
dominant activity ? How do the other activities relate themselves to this 
one.? What is the dominant activity, and the corresponding configura¬ 
tion of culture, in that other civilization over there? What does the 
dominance of different activities in different cultures tell us about the 
qualitative differences between those cultures ? Speneler may have been 
rather less well versed in the detmis of history than I, for instance, may 
be. But he had the insight of genius, and his disposes of the distinctive 
characters of different civilizations are the field in which his genius most 
clearly displays itself.* These diagnoses may stand or may fall. It is quite 
likely that some of them will be rejected by an eventual consensus of 
Spengler's successors. Spengler himself arrived at his results largely by 
intuition, and in arriving at them he challenged other inquirers, en¬ 
dowed with different temperaments and different mental gifts, to 
follow in his tracks and to confirm or confute his findings by methodical 
investigations. 

By good fortune, a promising method was being worked out at the 
ve^ time when Spengler was thinking, writing, and publishing. It was 
being worked out, not in the sociologists’ and historians’ study of the 
civili^tions, but in the anthropologists’ study of the pre-civilizational 
societies. While the historians were ignoring the patterns in human 
affairs and the sociologists were poring over minute patches of them, 
the anthropologists of the ‘cultural’ school were learning to look at a 
culture as a whole and to trace out its ‘configurations’: Kroeber’s 
felicitous word. Kroeber himself has taken a first step, and a long one, 
towards extending the application of the cultural anthropolo^sts’ out¬ 
look and method from the study of pre-civilizational societies to the 
study of civilizations. Dawson is on the same road.^ Bagby started to 
follow Kroeber’s lead, and was proposing to make a systematic study of 
the morphology of civilizations on anthropological lines.? 

Thus the stimulus of Spengler’s gift of insight has prompted other 
inquirers to bring to bear, in Spengler’s field, a scientific intellectual 
tool by which Spengler’s own findings can be tested and perhaps sur¬ 
passed. Anthropological method is indeed a key that promises to unlock 
doors when it is applied to the study of civilizations. Since no particular 

* By coRtparUon with Sp«nffler’a presentation of history, M. E. Lauer finds that 

mine ^vea, not an inside view, out one seen from outside (vch austen htr) {BlStUrfOr 
AnthropouffhU, Januan, 1952). To G. Masur’s mind, I have not coiyur^ up any 
arreating picture of civiliaationa as self-contained unities or ‘wholes* (GanahtiUn), com¬ 
parable to Spengler's 'Apollinean' or 'Faustian' culture (the ^^utomcAe ZnUehrift, Band 
<77 PP- G. E. von Grunebaum finds thst, unlike Spengler, I fail to 

characterise my cedlective agents from within by an expostdon of their existendal 
outlook and problems {Th* Inttnt 0/ ToyiAet't Hittory: A Cooperative Appraisal). 
Other judgements on my work on the ssme lines hive cited on p. 598, footnote i. 
Christopher Dswson, however, finds not only me, but Spengler too, guil^ of not taking 
account of the complexity of the elements of culture that make up a civilisation {The 
Dynasnus of World p. 423). Sorokin dismisses, as being ‘misleading and in¬ 

accurate’, ‘tho Spenglerian-Toynbee ascription of some specific perennial tendency 
to this or that civdizadon, regsirdlesa of the period of its history* {Toynbee and Hitiory, 
p. 186. quoted already on p. 288). 

* Sm, for instance, what he wTites in Toynbee and History, p. 138. 

> See Culture and History, pp. 7-9 and 18-21. Unhappily, these plaiu have been cut 
short by Bagby’s undmely death. 
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key ever turns out to be a master-key, there will, no doubt, be some doors 
that will prove recalcitrant to this one.* The anthropological method of 
studying a culture has been devised for dealing with pre-civilizational 
cultures, and in these, as we have noticed, the degree of integration is 
high. In its application to societies of the species ‘civilizations* the 
anthropological me^od might be less fruitful; and it might even be 
stultifying if we were to seek to apply it automatically to the \mpre- 
cedented cultural situation that has b^n produced by the epiphany of 
the higher religions.* These, as wc have seen, have broken away from 
the traditional association of religion with other cultural activities and 
have asserted their independence as representatives of a new species of 
society. Still, the anthropological method seems likely to produce 
valuable results for the study of the Age of the Civilizations down to 
this point at any rate. If it helps us to explore the cultural configurations 
of the civilizations of the first and second generations, it will have proved 
to be a tool of great value. From now onwards I shall pick this tool up and 
try it myself. ‘Better late than never.’ 

I might have picked it up earlier, and therefore have found better 
opportunities for taking advantage of it,* if I had paid more attention 
ihw I have to the study of the pre-civilizational societies.^ My neglect of 
these is, I should guess, the most serious single one of the many deficien¬ 
cies in my equipment for making a study ofhuman affairs. It is not just 
that a better acquaintance with communities in the pre-civilizational 
stage would also have made me better acquainted with the anthropolo¬ 
gists and with their method of work. The pre-civilizational societies 
have an intrinsic importance and value of their own,* and this for 
several reasons. 

> Bagby ■□pe«n to believe thet the culturti tnthropologistt* epprooch u not ju»t a 
key, but u key, to succew in i etudy of the ctvilixationi. Spender, he remern, 'in 
ipite of his wild exaggentioiis end his relisnce on intuition, did have s concept of cul¬ 
ture which spproeebes the anthropological one and used it far more systematicallr and 
with far more respect for the evideoee than hit sttccessor’ [t.e. myselT (Culture am Hit- 
tory, p. tSx). Bagby hu certainly used his anthropological key wiuj good effect and 
wouU, I am sure, have won further successes with it. But everyone is inclined to over- 
estimste the value of hta own favourite tool. My favourite one has been the use of the 
HcHenic Civiliution at a and I am consdoua that I have fallen into the mtatake 

of trying to apply this 'model' beyond its proper limits and of neglecting to experiment 
with alternatives. Bagby has been criddxed by a reviewer in Th$ Timts Liurary SuppU- 
mmt, 3rd October, 195S. for succumbing to ‘the tendency to see cultural anthropology, 
not so much as a useful inciUiry tool for the historian, as a panacea for all histono- 
graphical ills and, finally, an overall substitute for history'. 

* This has been argued on pp. 8:-8s* 

* Other critics, besides Bagby, have censured me for not hsvtng done this. C. Trxnksus 
finds that, while I do apply the method of anthropdogy to histoiy, I do this only very 
superficially {Scum* ona SeeUty, vol. xii. No. z (194^, p. aai). R. K. Merton oetects 
(in loc, cit.) that I have not read Duikhexm, and he pronounces that, in my accoimt of 
the diffusion of culture, ray ‘unfamiliarity with detailed analytical studies of diffusion is 
painfully evident'. 

* See pp. 150-3. 0 . HSver criticixei my treatment of both the Palaeolithic and the 
Neolithic ^e in a paper in typescript. See stso the same writer’s 'Buch^hrung iind 
Bilans dcr Weitgeschichte: Zu A Toynbees Deutung des FrOhxeitlichen Mensuen- 
geschebeni', in the Zeitsehri/t JOr lUhiioni’ utid GtisUsittMehu, Tahrgang s. Heft 3 
(1949/56^, pp. S47~SQ. I have tried to cUke some amends for my relative neglect of the 
p^re-«vilisst»onal culturea by dealing with them—all too briefly and ignorantly—in 
Chapter IX of the present volume. 

* Christopher Dawson jus^ charges both Spengler and me with under-estimating 
the importance of both the primitives and the barbarians (ToynfrM and HUtory, pp. 137 
and 139; Th* Dynamia of World Hittary, p. 43s). 
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In the first place, the pre-dvilizational societies represent one out of 
three species of human society—and this the oldest and by far the 
longest-lived so far. One cannot see the other two—civilizations and 
churches—in their true historical perspective unless one is able to see 
them against the background of pre-civilizational culture. In the second 
place, it is too crude a classification to distribute all societies, other than 
churches, between just two species. The line that I have drawn betw'een 
‘primitive societies’ and ‘civilizations’ is too sharp.' In the course of the 
years during which I have been writing this book the progress of 
archaeologi(^ discovery has made it more and more clear that the Old- 
World group of civilizations and the New-World group each rises, like 
a cluster of pyramids, from a platform which, itself, already stands 
above ground level. Between the civilizations of the earliest generation 
and the primitive societies in those civilizations’ historical background 
there intervenes the transitional stage of culture—labelled ‘Neolithic’ 
in the Old World and ‘Formative’ in the New World—that has been 
discussed in Chapter IX of this volume. And, in the background of this 
transitional stage, there is no undifferentiated primitive phase. Behind 
the Neolithic looms the Mesolithic, behind this the Upper Palaeolithic, 
and the Lower Palaeolithic behind that. At the earliest moment at which 
we catch our first glimpse of Man on Earth, we find him not only on the 
move but already moving at an accelerating pace. This crescendo of 
acceleration is continuing today. In our generation it is perhaps the most 
difhcult and dangerous of all the current problems of the human race. 
We cannot plot the curve of this movement, not to speak of trying to 
explain it, unless we look at it as a whole. A study of human affairs must 
be comprehensive if it is to have any hope of beaming intelligible, and 
no study will be comprehensive if the pre-civilizational societies are left 
out of the picture. 

Nor, in this comprehensive picture, are the pre-civilizational societies 
merely part of the furniture of the past. They are still represented in the 
living contemporary world.* And here their most important representa¬ 
tives are not the extant pre-civilizational societies still surviving as 
separate social entities in the interstices between the civilizations. These 
have been played upon by the radiation of the civilizations ever since the 
first civilmtions made their appearance some five thousand years ago. 
This radiation has been increasing in intensity, and its disintegrating 
effects have been cumulative. Most of the surviving pre-civilizational 
societies are now within sight of dissolution, and the human beings who 
have participated in them are being caught in the meshes of the world¬ 
wide civilization that is taking shape wi^in a Western framework. The 
most important, and by far the most numerous, representatives of pre- 
civilizational culture today are the peasants who have been living their 
own lives, unassimilated, imder the surface of the civilizations ever since 
these came into existence.^ This peasantry still accounts, today, for 
nearly three-quarters of the living generation of mankind, and they are 

* Scepp. X5»-3, withtbereferenccton p. 150, infootnote to critics^ho have made 
this point. 

* P. A. Sorokin, in Toynbtt and Hutary, p. x&4, makes this point in more general 

terms. > See Mumford in Dioftnas, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), p. 14. 
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still in the ‘Formative’ or ‘Neolithic’ stage in their state of mind and 
even in their way of life. This has remained substantially what it was, 
in spite of successive changes in technical equipment—from stone tools 
to stone and copper side by side, and from copper, via bronze, to iron 
and steel.* It is only in our day that this hitherto Neolithic^minded 
peasant majority of the human race is beginning to obtain some share in 
the amenities of the civilization whose burden it has been carrying on 
its shoulders for these last hve thousand years. 

It may be that the peasantry, in now taking the kingdom of civiliza¬ 
tion by storm, is unwittingly pushing its way into a slaughter-house. 
The revolutionary possibili^ of bringing the benefits of civilization 
within reach of all men has been conjured up by an acceleration of the 
advance of technology at an unprecedented rate during the last 200 
years. This technological revolution has been a Western achievement, 
and it has now placed in the hands of the Western peoples and their 
accomplished Russian pupils new weapons potent enough for com¬ 
mitting genocide. If the technocrat civilizations were to use this tremen¬ 
dous pow*er for their own destruction, their exceptional progress in 
technology would be seen, in retrospect, to have been one of those 
cultural developments that make their ingenious authors unfit to survive; 
and then the i^rth would be inherited, if it were still habitable, by the 
societies that had been saved from genocide by their comparative 
technological backwardness. With an eye to this possible event, it seems 
advisable that students of human af^ira today should pay considerable 
attention to the most primitive societies now surviving in the most 
secluded natural fastnesses in the Southern Hemisphere. If the techno¬ 
crat civilizations were to eliminate themselves without making the entire 
surface of this planet uninhabitable for human beings, human history 
might be carried on, and the Earth might eventually ^ repopulated, by 
those remnants of primitive peoples that are now living, on sufferance, 
in the interior of Sumatra and ]^meo and Australia. 

These are strong grounds for taking the study of pre-civilizational 
societies seriously if one is seriously concerned with the study of human 
affairs. But, behind and beyond anthropology, further fields of inquiry 
open up. lliere is geography in the sense of a study of Man in his 
interaction with his non-human environment. There is biology in the 
sense of a study of the physical structure and development of life. 
Beyond and behind geography and biology there is geology, bringing 
with it a perspective in which Man looks like a maggot, and life like a 
virus lately defacing the surface of a once aseptic planet. And behind 
and beyond geology there is astronomy, bringing with it another per¬ 
spective again—one, this time, in whi^ our planet looks like a mote, 
and our geology like a fleeting wisp of cloud. This regress of studies 
carries the inquirer back into the past behind the genesis of Man and the 
genesis of life; yet it is as relevant to the study of human affairs as the 
study of the pre-civilizational societies is to the study of the civilizations 
and the churches. Kroeber points out* that biology, geology, and astro¬ 
nomy are historical, not scientific, inquiries. He also observes* that 
* Seepp.i5x-a. » In Th« Nature efCvtturt,pp.S4i 70,60,1x3. * Ibid.,p.73. 
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science and history differ, not in their field of inquiry, but in the nature 
of their approach, and that the historical approach can be applied to all 
phenomena of every kind. This observation is surely corn^ and, at 
one stroke, it wipes out all those conventional *inter>discipltnary’ 
demarcation lines that might have offered an inquirer into human affairs 
a prospect of setting some limit to his expanding mental universe. A 
classic^y educated inquirer will find this levelling of tra^tional 
barriers formidable. I myself have been denounced, with justice, as a 
naively ignorant amateur trespasser, even in the more or less human 
province of geography.' When I have met with such a trouncing at so 
short a distance from home, how shall I dare to run the gaundet of the 
biologists, geologists, and astronomers ? 

Worse still, the would-be student of human affairs has to pursue his 
foolhardy quest right through the flaming ramparts of the physical cosmos 
into the boundless mental spaces of philosophy.^ Natur^ly I have been 
denounced as being no better a philosopher than 1 am a geographer,^ 
but here my classic education has left me in a better posture for self- 
defence. In 1909-XI, when I was reading Literas Humaniores at Oxford, 
I got one foot in between the door-post and the door of the philosopher’s 
closet; and I have just managed to keep it there since then. So this door 
cannot be slammed and bolted in my face. 1 can peep into the closet 
when I choose, and I have done so in this volume. 

Such glimpses are, no doubt, all to the good. At the same time this 
survey of the range of my knowledge will have shown how inadequate 
it is for the enterprise on which 1 have embarked. ’The book is his 
education.’^ What is the verdict? Through the rumble of criticism, my 
ear seems to catch two rather different voices. One voice is saying: 
’He has failed to achieve it. Of course he has. It cannot be done.’ The 
other voice is saying: ‘He has failed to achieve it. Of course he has. He 
has not the tools or the wits. But it can be done. I am doing it myself.’ 
Of the two, the conceited voice sounds less forbidding than the de¬ 
featist one for the prospects of progress in the pursuit of the quest for 
knowledge. Conceitedness, of course, can unintentionally defeat itself. 
It is a parasite on ability, and it may strangle it. But the defeatist attitude 
gives ability no chance at all. And the study of human af^rs cannot 
advance if ability will not venture into this perilous field. 

> Sm O. H. K. Spate in Toynbt and Hutary, p, 287: in 7 %a GtograpAieal Jifuma/, 
vol. cxviii. Part 4 (December, 195a). pp. 4^9-11; and, in ftict, patsim. 

* See Lucretiua: Dt JUrum Naturo, Book I, U. 72-77. 

* Like Spcngler, Tojmbee has not any phUoaopmeal ^tem to give hts scheme some 
rational objectivity (H. J. Morsenthau in Tambee and JSiftary,p. i^). ‘Toynbee croeies 
certain logical gaps on shaky bridges' (^. V. Chase in TAe Amenean Se/ioJar, vol. x6. 
No. 3 (Sununer, i 9 ;f 7 ), pp. 268-82). His work is not philosophy: it is ‘p^osophy ot 
history'. And whst is that? Methodology? Metaphysics? L<mc? (tC. W. Thompson in 
Toynlitt and Histary, pp, 200-1). ‘Toynbee's A Study of iMlory is, strictly tpeakmg, 
not a philosophy of history. Modem philosophy of history, as represented among others 
by thinkers like Dilthey, Croce, Orte^ y Gasset, or in Enj^lsnd by R. G. CoUieuwood. 
luu been chiefly concerned with the questions of historical knowledM itself" (Hiyo 
Holbom in Tha Saturday Reaiev) of Literature, 3 ttt May, 1947. p. 12). Toynbee is un¬ 
familiar with philosophy and uncompUmentaiy to it (j. K. Feibleman in T'itn Hsia 
Monthly, vol.xt. Nos. i and a (io^),pp. tyand 148^0). ‘Little interested in philosophy' 
(W. Gurian in Th* Reviato Politics, vol. 4, No. ^ (October, 1942), p. 511). ‘Toynbee ist 
ketn philosophisch-kritische Geist' (Zahn, op. ctt., p. 45). 

4 A. Hourani in Tha Dublin Revise, vol. 229, No. 470 (December, 1955). p. 386. 
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3. EFFECTS OF HAVING BEEN BORN IN 1889 AND IN ENGLAND 

‘Genuine concern with problems \ProbUmatik\ always ^rings from 
roots in the life of the contemporary world and is implicated in the play of 
real contemporary opposing forces. It never hovers, free as air, withdrawn 
&om the World and out of touch with Re^ity.’* 

Anyone in any country affected by the First World War who was 
alive and grown-up at the time of its outbreak is likely to have felt that 
this was an epoch-making event Someone who was just grown-up, and 
whose country was England, will have been particularly sensitive to this 
feeling. Like his elders, he could look back, with a grown-up partici¬ 
pant’s eyes, on the life of a period that had now been abruptly and un¬ 
expectedly brought to an end; and, for English people, this period had 
been running, without any dramatic break, for ^most twice as long as 
for the people of most other countries. For the English, August 1914 
spelled the sudden end of a period of peace that they had been enjoying 
by then for all but a hundred years, since the last shot fired at the Battle 
of Waterloo. The breaches in this English century of peace had been 
minor disturbances that had not interrupted the even tenor of England’s 
life. On the other hand, in most other parts of the World there had been 
a decisive break, for good or evil, about half-way through that century’s 
course. France had suffered the d^bicle and the Commune in the years 
1870-1. The same years had seen the completion of the political unifica¬ 
tion of Italy and of Germany. For Italy this revolutionary change had 
taken twelve years (1859-70) and for Germany eight ^1864-71). Canada, 
too, had attained political unitv in a self-governing federation in 1867. 
The United States’ unity had been preserved, but its internal balance 
of power had been at the same time revolutionized, in the Civil War of 
1861-5, greatest, bloodiest, and most devastating war of any in the 
World between 1815 and 1914. In Rtjssia a new age had opened with 
the liberation of the ser^ in 1861 and the accompanying reforms of other 
institutions. India had been through the shattering experience of the 
Mutiny of 1857, and China through the shattering experience of her 
war with Great Britain and France in 1858-60, wMch finally brought 
home to her a realization of her impotence in face of Western military 
power. These upheavals all round England had either left her untouched 
or had failed to touch her to the quick. And this exemption from the 
World’s common lot in the eighteen-sixties and seventies made the 
shock of 1914 particularly severe for her. Having been bom in England 
in 1889,1 felt this shock in its full force, and it must have been affecting 
my outlook and my work continuously and profoundly ever since. 

I certainly caught the Victorian Age by its tail, only to see it im¬ 
mediately slip out of my hands. This experience of mine is, of course, 
nothing individual or unique. It is common to all surviving representa¬ 
tives of my generation. Ail the same, it has attracted the attention of 
several of my critics. To Holcombe’s eyes I display ‘a large measure of 
the attitudes and spirit of a late Victorian Englishman’.* In Toynbee, 

* B. P. J. Z«hn: Toytibet und dot ProbUm der CtsehichU, p. 7. 

> A. N. Holcombe in Tht Anurican Political Seitjuc Revute, vol. « 1 «t, No. 4, p. 1151. 
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Kohn signals to the German public, we are back in Gladstone’s world. 
Toynbee is ‘one of the last representatives of the Western humanistic 
culture’.' In this description, Kohn carries me back, in Gladstone’s 
company, to the world of Giambattista Vico and of Poggio BraccioUni. 
His placing of me is, I believe, correct,* and it throws into relief the 
greatness of the break which an Englishman, brought up in this tradi¬ 
tional culture, experienced in 1914. No doubt this explains why I strike 
at least three of my contemporaries^ as being out of tune with Uie age in 
which I have been living and working ever since: the new age that 
opened at the outbreak of the First World War. NeiUon pronounces 
that ‘thought today runs in other channels’. Savclle sums up, more 
judicially, that 

‘it is conceivable that Arnold Toynbee may prove to be the prophet of a 
new era in the intellectual and spiritual life of mankind... On the other 
hand, A Study oj History may prove to be an anachronism, a book, 
essentially backward-looking, that seeks to rationalise the failures of re¬ 
ligion into the terms of an indomitable and unquenchable faith.... In this 
case the Meisterxoerk must become but the most eloquent of all the voices 
of those who are still living in an age of faith that is past, who are not at 
home, and who, therefore, are not happy, in the atomic relativistic universe 
revealed by science—a universe of whi^ they are integral parts but which 
knows them not.’ 

The impression made on these critics is noteworthy because two of 
them, at any rate, were older than I am, yet they evidently did not feel that 
they themselves had been affected in the same way. Is ^is estrangement 
from the present an advantage or a handicap for a student of human 

* H. Kohn in Dtr Monat, August, 1955, p. 465. The word that I heve trsnsisted 
'culture' is Bildung, which meens so much more then ErzUhung or then 'education'. 

> If it is correct, then Croasman haa got me wrong. In Tht Uma Suiitstnan, Sth March, 
1947, Crotsman reported that I have *a medieval mind' and am a secular Tbomist. 
Crostman's chancterwadon of me and Kohn’s are incompatible, and I think it is Cross- 
man’s that has gone astray. To be an]^ land of a Thomist, one must dote on Aristotle, 
and I have never succeeded in appreciating 'tkt philosopher’, as he wu, par txullenet, 
for Saint Thomas Aquinu. 

3 Sir Emeat Barker in Tawhta and History, p. 94; F. Neltsonin Tho Atrurieon Journal 
of Economics and Sociology Supplement to vol. i^No. 3 (April, 1955), p. i.; M. Savelle 
in The Padfic Historical Reoicro, vol. xzv, No. t (February, 1956), p. 67. 

* Short of being hailed as ‘the prophet of a new era*, I have ocen recogruzed by some 
cridcs as being, for evil or good or neither, a charactcrisdc representative of my own 
generation. H^ombe, for inatance, reports that, besides being s Late Victorian English¬ 
man, I am ‘a genuine citizen of our world*. M. Watnick, in Tht Antioch RtvUw, No. 7 
(Winter, 1947 ^). Pp* 587-602, finds that, ‘whatever else it may be, Toynbee's theory of 
history is a superb guide to the temper of our times’ in a manifestadon of this thst 
Wacmek himself deplores. 'We are witnessing today a recrudescence of an extreme anti- 
radonalism, a traiucendental escapism, and a genem impatience with rigorous scientific 
method.’ And Toynbee's genem attitude ia ‘in perfect accord with the prevailing 
"failure of nerve". ... If our technical age has written history in its own image, the 
theologian-historian Toynbee has rewritten it with a highly aensidve awareness of a 
different imam.' 

In an arrive entitled ‘Hedendaamhe Auguttinisme’ in Historic cn Mctahistoric, H. 
Baudet suggests thst in both Spengltf *s work and mine one can see the reciprocal action 
on each omer of an author ana the age in which he is living (pp. 44-^5). Like Sp^gler 
(Bsudet finds), I have had some influence on my contemporaries, in both cases Mudet 
attributes this effect to the forcefulness of a ‘primary vision’ that is simple and therefore 
easily comprehensible, ra^er than to the enraoping mass of informadon and argument. 
'The panoramic prognosis to which it... leads, answers to the needs of the present age' 
(p. 46. Cp. p. 61). 'Toynbee’s Study of History plays the role of the latest theodicy 
thrown up by the history of Western Christendom’ (ibid., p. 6t}. 
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affairs? Bagby,' perhaps ironically, puts the question whether it is 
‘better to be a displaced Victorian or a disillusioned child of the times’. 
Spate takes it for granted that I am a disillusioned Victorian besides 
being a displaced one. He suggests’ that a liberal humanism which has 
lost its self-assurance is slippery ground for the building of a big 
structure. If Spate is right at^ut this, his own plight must be much the 
same as mine. But is he right? I do not think he is. 

For a student of human affairs on the ‘panoramic’ scale, the experience 
of being catapulted out of the Gladstonian Age of Western history into 
the Hiderian Age must surely have been professionally valuable in at 
least two ways. To be even partially detached from the age into which 
one happens to have been bom must liberate one’s mind, at least in 
some measure, from the warping and blinding effects of its relativity to 
its immediate social milieu. In fact, a pilgrim and sojourner in the 
Hitlerian Age will have profited ^ his abiding memory of a Gladstonian 
childhood and early manhood. This memory will have reinforced the 
enduring effect of a classical education in giving him a modicum of 
mental detachment,’ and this is a priceless treasure for a student of 
human affairs. In the second place, the jolt received in August 1914 will 
have made it impossible, for the rest of one’s life, to forget that human 
affairs are perpetually on the move; and a consciousness of this is a 
priceless treasure for anyone who is trying to study human af^rs from 
the historian’s particular angle of vision. 

As a child I was brought up with a great-uncle whose lifetime almost 
spanned the English century of peace. He had been born in 1820, five 
years after the date of the Battle of Waterloo, and he died in 1909, 
five years before the date of the outbreak of the First World War. 
Externally, his lifetime was as eventful as it could well have been. It had 
seen a transformation of the material conditions of life in England and, 
to a lesser extent, in other parts of the World. My great-unde himself 
had been born and brought up on a farm in Lincolmhire, had gone to 
sea and risen to the command of an East Indiaman, and had ended his 
working life as an offidal in the newly established Meteorological Office 
in London. Yet, in spite of the external changes in his private station as 
well as in his cultural environment, my great-unde’s life had not been 
eventful psychologically. His experience of life had left him, I believe, 
unaware that life is not stable. If he had been an historian or a sociologist, 
he would have been unlucky in his generation. And, conversely, I believe 
that I have been lucky, professionally, in mine. In August 1914 I was 
twenty-five years old, and the lesson impressed on me in that month 
has remained with me ever since. 

I have now lived through two world wars and have seen the second 
of these culminate in the invention and use of atomic weapons. We have 
since invented rockets capable of delivering far more destructive bombs 
from any point on the surface of this planet to any other point It has 
been noticed by my critics that this experience, which has been the 

I In Toynhet and Hutory, p. i to. a Ibid., p. 287. 

) Holcombe U perhaps reporttxxg that this has been the effect of these expemneet on 
nve when he concludes, m loc. cit., that *To)mbee is not only a late Victorian Englishman 
but atao a timeless cosmopolitan’. 
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consequence of the date at which I was born, has coloured my attitude 
towards a number of issues; and these arc issues that concern, not only 
the prwent age, but the whole of human history. I hate war, and at the 
same tirne I am fascinated by the study of it,’ and give a very great deal 
of attention to it.* At the same time, too, I am reluctant to admit that the 
use of force has had decisive effects on the cotirse of human history.* In 
general, I minimiae the effects of material factors of all kinds, economic 
and technological^ as well as military, and I magnify the effects of 
spiritual factors.* In particular, I glorify suffering, and dwell on the 
creative spiritual effects that suffering has sometimes had.^ These 
attitudes of mine, applied to politics, have made me hostile to any 
form of nationalism at any time and place.’ In the world of my own 
day I condemn not only the Fascist It^ian and Naai German extremes 

* J. K. Feiblcnun, in T*ien Htia Monthly, vol. xt. No*, i and t (1940), p. 144. Thu 

combitMtion of hating war with being inten^y interested in it is, I think, what hst made 
both Sir Erneat Barker (in Toynbt* and Histoiy, p. 94) and Bagby (ibid., p. 105) acetue 
me of ‘ambivalence*. a Bagby, ibid., p. 104. 

* Thia ia noticed—and criticued—by, for example, Pieter Gcyl inToynbt* and History, 
p. 57: K. W. Thompson, ibid., p. aiS; J. K. Feibleman in loc. cit., p. 142; T. J. G. 
Locher in D« Gids, May, 19^, offprint, p. 22: K. D. Erdmann in ArchiofOr Kultur- 
gttchufU^SKiii. Band, Heft 2 (1951), p. 217; H. Baudet in Histori* tn Mstahistoru, pp. 54 
and 57; 0 . Masur in the Histortseltt Zeittchrift, Band 177 (1954^ pp. 5at-s; P. Kecike* 
met! in Tkt Modtm Rtvitte, vol. i, No. 4 (June, 1947), pp. 30^15: H. D. Oakeley in 
Philosophy, ^ril, 1936, p. 193; £• !■ Watkio in T/u Tabltt, latn August, 1939; H. 
Holbom in Tht Saturday Rnitw of Litsraturt, 31st May, 1947; reviewers ui TA« 
Listentr, 19th October, 1939, and in Th* Glasgow Htrald, 2nd August, 1939; and O. 
HOver in a pap^ in typ^enpt. 

These cntica iudge that I Mve tried to push nw point farther than is warranted by 
the evidence of history. Force has been signally effective on a number of notable occa¬ 
sion*. The classic example that they cite is the conquest of Middle America and Peru by 
the Spaniards: e.g. Geylinop. cit., pp. 55-36; K. W. Thompson in op. cit., pp. 218-19; 
Erdmann in op. cit., p. 218; Watkin in loc. cit.; Holbom in loc. cit.; and the reviewer 
in Th« Olatgoto Herald. Erdmann also »pcals to Hellenic hutor3[, and cites, as some of 
the causes of the decline and fall of the Hellenic Civilixation, the impact on the Hellenic 
World of such external power* aa the Persians and tho Carthaginians and, at a Istcr 
stage, the barbarians and the Christians. Watkin points out that, according to my own 
account, the Far Western Christian Civilization ot ‘the Celtic Fringe’ succumbed to the 
superior force of the contemporary Roman Christendom, and that even the more 
formidable Scandinavian Civilixatton eventually capitulated to this. Other critics contest 
my inclination to dcpreciste the effectiveness of force in more general terms. Borkenau 
and Masur, for instance, point out that ‘creative minorities* do not, as a matter of fact, 
ever rely exclusively on ^charm’ as their means of retaining their leadership. Oakeley 
points out that geo^pKictl expansion is often impossible without the use of force, and 
that, ’in the early days of a people’s development, expansion to some extent seems a 
necessary movement'. 

* See p. 591, footnote x, and p. 600, footnote 2. 

* The Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. judges that, ‘from a Christian point of view, the trouble 
with' my * “true religion^’ ^ is that it is ‘too purely spiritual' (TAe Intent of Toyrd^t's 
History: A Cooperatsve Appraisal). Pieter G^l exclaims, in Debates with Historians, 
p. 142: ‘This exclusive spiricuslism is more thm I can swallow.' C. B. Joynt criticizes 
me for taking '■ strongly dualistic view of the mind-body relation’ {Australasian Journal 
of Pkilotophy, vol. 34, No. 3 (December, 1956), p. X95I. 

* ‘In a sense it would be even true to say that me prophet’s [I>eutero-Isaiah's] 
"sufferiM servant” is the key to the undersunoing of Mr. Toynbee’s Study’ (E. Berko- 
vitz: Judaism: Fossil or Ferment t, p. 36). F. Engel-Janoai notices that, in my attitude, 
there is an accent on suffering ( Wissentcru^t und Weltbild, 2. Jshrgsng, Heft 4 (October, 
t 949 )> P> >69). Sorokin opposes this attitude of mine (in Toynbee and History, pp. 188- 
9). 1 have declared thia attitude at a previous point in this chapter (on pp. 58^1), a* well 
aa in many other contexts. 

t Geyl judges that I tmduly depreciate the importance of national units {ToyiAee and 
History, p. 71) and that I do not do justice to the part played by local nation^ life and 
culture within the framework of the Western Civilization (ibid., p. 70). Renter (ibid., 
p. 7s) convict* me of being illiberal in my critictsm of bistorians who write history within 
national frameworks. 
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of nationalism, but also British, French, and Dutch colonialism and the 
spirit that has led the United States and the Soviet Union into a competi¬ 
tion for world-dominion at the risk of committing genocide and making 
the surface of this planet uninhabitable. I have a passion for unity,' and 
deplore the division of the World into sovereign independent local states. 

I agree that I do have these feelings and attitudes, and that I have 
them partly as a result of my reactions to the public events through 
which 1 happen to have lived. These two admissions do not, in them¬ 
selves, tell either for or against the effects that my experience has had on 
roe. It may have darkened and confused my vision, or it may have made 
roe see clearer than, perhaps, I might have seen if 1 had happened to 
live in a less catastrophic age. The help or hindrance, for a study of 
human affairs, that I have derived from my generation’s experience is 
something that caimot be judged a priori or en bloc. Each point ought 
to be considered on its merits. 

I do hate war and this for the familiar reasons that have made most 
people hate it for roost of the time since this sinister institution was first 
established. War is an impersonal use of collective human force for the 
purpose of imposing the will of the lulers and people of one state on 
those of another. It is impossible to make war without having a political 
organization and an economic surplus; so war can hardly be older than 
civilization. In any case, since the rise of civilization, war has been one 
of its two chief scandals and scourges—the other being the system of 
social and economic inequality and injustice which expresses itself in 
rJgfts distinctions and w'hich finds its extreme form in the institution of 
slavery. War is hateful—this is almost too trite to repeat—because it is 
wicked, because it causes suffering, and because it works havoc. The 
psychological havoc that it works—its karma, in the language of Indian 
philosophy—is both more devastating in its effects and more difficult 
to undo than the material damage tlut it inflicts. On the evidence of 
history, war has been the immediate cause of most of the breakdowns 
and disintegrations of civilizations of which we have a record. Today, 
since the invention of atomic weapons, war has become capable of 
destroying, not only mankind’s civil^tions, but mankind itself. It has 
not become, because it could not become, more wicked than it always 
has been. But it has now become not only wicked but senseless, since 
weapons have now reached a potency that will obliterate the traditional 
distinction between victors and vanquished. Atomic weapons will bring 
not only defeat but annihilation on all belligerents alike. 

Watlun suggests’ that my consciousness of the present potentialities 

< Sir Ernest Btrker in Toyrtbn and History, pp. 94-95. There sre, of course, two 
different wm in which this pessioa can decl^ itself. One may be eager for precticsl 
concord end frstemity, snd one msy be eager for a unitary vision of human ansirs and 
of sU other phenomena. These two forms of the passion are not incompatible. I plead 
guilty to the second ts well ss to the first. The first sccounts for my animus aranst the 
concept of ‘Europe’ versus the Worid, which is noticed by Richard Tares in The EagHtk 
Hutorieal Jtevute, vol. Ixxi, No. ayo (^rii, 2956), p. 369. In the matter of seeking for 
unity of vision, W. Gurian notice^ m The Reviia 0/PoHttes, October, 1043, p. 521, that 
I have ‘a passion for synthesis'. Christopher Dawson ixoticea, in Toynbee aid History, 
p. 236, that I am moved by the Hellenic <tuest for s tyn^tic vision snd by the Hebrew 
quest for s theodicy. See also p. 9, footnote t. 

* In The TMet, lath August, 2939, p. 304. 
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of war may have coloured retrospectively my estimate of the actual 
effects of war in the past. 

*In this vision and probable forecast we fear he is right. But it has, we 
think, led him to an inconsistent and hesitant view of the part actually 
played by war in human civilizations. At times he distinguishes between 
justifiable and unjustifiable war, between wars which preserve a growing 
civilization from barbarians without, and anarchy within, the pale, and 
wars of militarist aggression. For example, he seems to approve of Timur 
Lenk’s (Tamburlaine’s) wars against ^e Mongol Nomads, and to con* 
demn only the w'ars waged by his mad ambition against the Persians, 
Turks, and Indians. But at other times—as, for instance, when he de¬ 
scribes and condemns the palette whereon Narraer (Mcnes) depicts the 
war by which he united Egypt—he seems to condemn war indiscrimin¬ 
ately. This confusion—in which he projects and enlarges the perception 
that national wars under present conditions must spell ruin for our civil¬ 
ization into an indiscriminate pacifism which condemns war throughout 
history—has, we think, damaged his historical picture. For it is abundantly 
clear that civilization could not have arisen and developed without the 
employment of war, however destructive its unbridled indulgence proved 
later.* 

Watkin’s analysis is acute; and I agree that one must try to distin¬ 
guish between the different purposes for which wars have been fought, 
and the different degrees of the material and spiritual devastation that 
they have inflicted. This is a necessary step towards arriving—if that is 
possible—at a more or less dispassionate and objective appreciation of 
the role of war in history. As Watkin points out, I have been feeling my 
way towards drawing distinctions of these kinds, without having suc- 
ce^ed, so far, in drawing them clearly. On reconsideration, I find 
myself still holding that ^1 wars are wrong, whatever may be their 
purposes and their consequences. But 1 agree that, in the past, the 
choice between going to war and not going to war has sometimes been 
a choice between two evils. If the evil in not going to war is greater than 
the evil in going to war—and this not just for the party that is having to 
make the choice, but for society as a whole—then, I suppose, going to 
war would be morally justifiable. Yet a war that, on these grounds, 
might rank as a ‘just’ war, according to the definition of this in Christian 
theology, would not, on that account, be a war that worked no havoc. 
A war always works havoc, even when one of the belligerents is not 
morally to blame for having started it. Moreover, it is part of the nature 
of war, once started, to get out of band; and many belligerents who have 
made war ‘justly’ at the start have drifted into the commission of injus¬ 
tice before the end of the story. Watkin’s contention that ‘civilization 
could not have arisen and developed without the employment of war’ is, 
I should say, non-proven, and is perhaps intrinsically impossible either 
to demonstrate or to refute. If it were accepted, the implications for the 
destiny of civilization would be grim. We should be confronted with the 
tragic fact that the price of civilization had been the imposition on 
mankind of a fatal load of karma; and we should have to face the tragic 
prospect that this karma —in the shape of an institution that is both 
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evil and uncontrollable—is likely, sooner or later, to destroy, not only 

civilization, but also Man its m^er. 

In diagnosing my attitude towards w'ar-as being 'ambivalent’, my 
critics imply, I think, that mj interest in the study of war shows that, 
while I hate it on one level oi my psyche, I love it on another. If this is 
the implication, I do not admit that the diagnosis is correct. For, while 
it is true that one cannot love a thing without being interested in it, 
this does not prove the truth of the converse proposition that one cannot 
be interested in a thing without loving it. This is, in fact, disproved by 
familiar cases. An intelligence officer, for instance, is absorbingly in¬ 
terested in ‘the enemy’. A surgeon or physiologist who is fighting cancer 
is absorbingly interested in cancerous growths. But in both these cases 
the feeling that inspires this interest is, not a love for one’s opponent, 
but a desire to conquer him. For me, as for most other human beings, 
war is an enemy of the human race and a cancer preying upon human 
society and destroying the most valuable elements in human culture. 
The first step towards conquering a dangerous enemy or keeping at bay 
a dangerous disease is to take the danger seriously. This is one of the 
elementary rules of self-defence. The most fatal of ail possible reactions 
to an opponent b to try to get rid of him by ignoring his existence. Thb 
is, surely, childbhly irrational, and, if so, any student of human affairs 
in the Age of the Civilizations up to date ought to give far more atten¬ 
tion to war than to all the arts of peace put together. It b an unhappy but 
undeniable truth that, during these last 5,000 years, mankind has spent 
on war by far the greater part of the hitherto mei^e surplus, over and 
above our provbion for the bare necessities of life, that we have suc¬ 
ceeded in wresting from non-human nature. A derisorily small fraction 
of this tiny surplus has been spent on the arts of p^ce—and, till within 
living memory, most of thb fraction has been misappropriated to the 
unjust purpose of providing the amenities of dvilization for a privileged 
minori^. 

On these considerations I maintain that my combination of hatred 
with interest in my attitude towards war does not convict me of psycho¬ 
logical 'ambivalence’ but does acquit me of trying to hide my head in 
the sands. On the other hand, I acknowledge that I have been ^Uty of 
some 'wbhfiil thinking’ in pushing my denial of the efficacity of the use 
of force as far as I have pushed it. If one believes, as I do, that war has 
had an important effect on the course of human afibirs, it b inconsbtent 
to maintain that the use of force has not been efficacious. On thb point 
I accept two of Feibleman’s dicta. ‘An event’, he says,* ‘is never actual 
without some gentleness, nor possible without some violence.’ Some 
measure of force b inherent in ^ organizations, and all of them are also 
ephemeral.^ In other words, force is efficacious to no lesser an extent 
than the institutions in which it is an ingredient. If force has not 
proved efficacious in the long run, thb b because all known human 
institutions have had short runs up to date measured by the age of the 
human race. I have argued, however,* that human institutions, unlike 
human lives, have no inexorable maximum span of duration, but are 

< In loc. dt., p. 144. * Ibid., pp. 142-3. > See pp. 368-9. 
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capable, in principle, of lasting for an indefinite length of time when once 
they have been brought into existence. If I am right in thinking this, 
then I am bound to concede that the effects of the use of force might 
continue to make themselves felt in satcula saecuhrum. 

Pares suggests’ that I do not fijlly believe my own thesis that no 
civilization has ever perished through the violent impact, from outside, 
of some alien human force. On reconsideration, 1 find myself still 
unable to cite a single case of the breakdown and disintegration of a 
civilization in which I think it is certain that this was the work of some 
external agency. In all cases in which our knowledge of the course of 
events is sufficient to enable us to diamose the causes of breakdown and 
disintegration with any assurance, f believe now, as before, that the 
verdict suggested by the evidence is one of suicide,* not one of murder. 
But I also admit that, if I left it at that, I should not have given a full or a 
completely final answer to Pares’ probing question. For one thing, the 
evidence, as I interpret it, does not only ^ow that the civilizations that 
have come to grief have miscarried as a result of the operation of in¬ 
ternal causes; it also shows that, at least in the later stages of the sub¬ 
sequent process of disintegration, external agencies—in the shape of 
barbarians, higher religions, or alien civilizations—have sped the dis¬ 
integrating civilization on its course towards final dissolution or have at 
any rate administered the final cwp de grdee. In the classical case of the 
two Pre-Columbian civilizations in the New World it is obvious that the 
Spanish invaders dealt these civilizations the final blow, even if this was 
only the last in a series in which the first had been self-inflicted. 

The Middle American and the Andean Society did, I believe, each 
break down at least four hundred years before the Spaniards arrived in 
the Americas from the other side of the Atlantic. In the history of each 
of these civilizations the ‘Classic’ phase, in which it is evident that the 
civilization was prospering and progressing, seems to have broken down 
at the turn of ^e tenth and eleventh centuries of the Christian Era.* 
In the Andean World this breakdown is represented, in the archaeological 
evidence, by the advent of the Tiahuanacoid horizon; in the Middle 
American World it is represented by the sack of Teotihuacin and by the 
desertion of the lowland Maya 'ceremonial centres' in what is now 
Northern Guatemala. In taking this evidence as an indication of a 
breakdown in my sense of the term,^ I am perhaps on fairly strong 
ground, as I can appeal here, in support of my interpretation, to a 
consensus of the archaeologists working in this field. But 1 also have to 
admit that my concept of social and cultural breakdown is contested by 
many, perhaps by a majority, of my fellow historians, and I also have to 

> In loc. cic., p. 267. 

* R. L. Shinn remarks that this conclusion is made easy for me b)[ my belief in 
oriainal sin, and that, in some cases, destruction aeems to be a disproMrtionately heavy 
pewty for the fault that I diamoee {Ckristiamtv and the Problem of History, i). 22S). 

* The absolute dating of Middle American ^tocy in terms of the Christian Era ia 

still in dispute, though there is no disagreement about the relative dating of the succes¬ 
sive phases of Middle Americsn culture that have been brought to Hght by srchaedogicsl 
discoveries. The datings riven here are those of the Msrtinez-Goodman-Thompaon 
correlations. Splnden sets back the chronology by 260 years, and his correlation seems 
to be supported by recent carbon-t4 tests. * See pp. 300-5. 
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ask myself what, as far as I can guess, would have been likely to happen 
supposing that military adventurers from the Far West of the Old 
World had succeeded in crossing the Atlantic in the generation of the 
Cid or in the generation of Tiriq instead of being kept waiting until 
the generation of Cort6s. If Tiriq had ferried his expeditionary force 
across the straits of Dakar instead of the straits of Gibraltar, it would 
have reached Middle America and the Andean World in ^e eighth 
century of the Christian Era. According to cither of the two present 
tentative correlations of Middle American chronology with the Christian 
Era, the invaders from the Old World would then have found the in¬ 
digenous civilizations of the New World still in what would have been 
their ‘growth stage* in my terminology. Can I guarantee to Richard 
Pares that, in these circumstances, the invaders would have been re¬ 
pulsed ? 

Evidently, in the light of what actually happened 400 years later, it 
would be unwarrantable to pronounce dogmatically that the indigenous 
civilizations of the New World would undoubtedly have held their own 
against invaders from the Old World if these had made their appearance 
before the New-World civilizations had broken down internally. I may 
be right in holding that one of the reasons for their failure to hold their 
own against the Spaniards in the sixteenth century was their own un¬ 
happy condition at that time. Middle America was then in the throes of 
being forcibly united by the particularly brutal and sadistic militarism 
of the Aztecs. The Andean World had just been forcibly united by the 
militarism of the Incas; and, though the Inca regime was comparatively 
benevolent, the effects of the antecedent Inca conquest, and of the 
warfare between local powers before that, had been destructive and 
exhausting. At the same time it would be arbitrary to ignore another, 
entirely different, factor which was also one of the obvious causes of the 
indigenous American civilizations’ overthrow by the sixteenth-century 
Spanish conquerors. The Aztecs were hopeles^y outmatched by the 
Spaniards in military equipment. The Andean World had only recently 
entered the Bronze Age, and Middle America was still in the Neolithic 
Age, whereas even the Far West of the Old World had been in the 
Iron ^e for about two thousand years by this time.^ If the invasion of 
the New World from the Old World across the Atlantic had taken place 
800 years before its actual date, the magnitude of the disparity between 
the two parties in their military equipment would have been of the same 
order as it w'as in the sixteen^ century. 

Thus the balance was tilted continuously, as well as heavily, to the 
indinnous American civilizations* disadvantage in the military sphere. 
Might this disad^'antage have been offset if the peoples of Nuclear 
America had been subjected to their ordeal of being attacked by far 
better armed invaders from the Old World at a date when the social and 
cultural situation in Nuclear America was more propitious ? The pos¬ 
sibility that, in this case, the Andean peoples, at any rate, might have 

* In Tiu Glasgom Herald, 2nd August, S939, t reviewer conunents: *It w»s Spttuish 
steel end gun|>owder that overthrew the Andean Civilization o( the Incaa, and a com¬ 
parable technical superiority may slay our civilization.’ 
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held their own is su^ested by the actual course of events there after 
the Spaniards' arrivaTThe mass of the population submitted docilely to 
their new conquerors, and we may guess that this was largely because 
the preceding Inca conquest and domination had conditioned them to 
submissivencss in advance. Thus the social and cultural conditions then 
prevailing in the Andean World reinforced the adverse effect of the 
Incaic armies’ military weakness in face of Old-World armaments; and 
the two adverse factors in combination told heavily in favour of the Old- 
World invaders. The Incas themselves, however, had not been affected 
by the docility in which they had successfully schooled their subjects for 
the beneht, as it turned out, of their Spanish supplanters. And a 
remnant of them had the spirit to stand up to the terrible experience of 
being suddenly and unexpectedly overthrown by invaders, out of the 
blue, equipped with overwhelmingly superior weapons. 

When they found themselves thus ousted from their established posi¬ 
tion as the unchallenged masters of a great empire, the survivors of the 
Incas were not cowed. They withdrew into the forest-clad tropical 
eastern slopes of the Andes; and, though they were hardly more at home 
in this montana than the Spaniards were, they took full advantage of the 
difficulties of the terrain and managed here to keep the Spaniards at bay 
for a whole generation. Moreover, before their resistance was overcome, 
they had begun to master the use of the Spaniards' outlandish weapons. 
And, farther afield, beyond the extreme southern and northern fringes 
of Nuclear America, one of the most effective of the Spanish weapons, 
the horse, was adopted with such success by indigenous barbarians— 
the Araucanians in Central Chile and the Plains Indians in the Rio 
Grande and Mississippi basins—that these were able to hold out 
against the cumulative pressure of conquest and colonization from the 
Old World for more than three hundred years after the date at which the 
Spaniards had first set foot on continental American ground. It is 
significant that both the Araucanians and the Plains Indians had pre¬ 
viously been beyond the range of the indigenous American civilizations 
and had been unaffected by their breakdown and disintegration. The 
Araucanians had resisted the Incas as successfiilly as they afterwards 
resisted the Incas’ Spanish successors; the Plains Indians had never 
crossed the Aztecs' path. 

The historical evidence does suggest that, if the Old-World invasion 
of the New World across the Atlantic had occurred at a date at which 
the civilizations of the New World were still healthy and flourishing, 
this auspicious social and cultural factor might indeed have gone some 
way towards offsetting the Old-World invaders’ superiority in military 
equipment. But obviously it is impossible to guarantee that it would have 
offset this formidable advantage sufficiently to have enabled the peoples 
of Nuclear America to beat the invaders off and to go on making their 
own history independently. 

Moreover, we have to take account of four now extinct Old-World 
civilizations—the Minoan, the Hittite, the Indus, and the Shang— 
whose histories, like those of the two now extinct indigenous civiliza¬ 
tions of the New World, have been brought to light by archaeological 
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research. In these four Old-World cases, as in the two New-World 
cases, we know that the fmal blow was delivered by invaders from out¬ 
side and that in each case it was a shattering one; but we do not know 
enough about the previous histories of any of the fotir to be able to tell 
whether or not it had suffered a previous internal ‘breakdown’ such as 
the two indigenous American civilizations seem to have suffered at the 
stage which is marked, in the archaeological record, by the ending of the 
‘Classic’ phase of their culture. In the history of the Hittite Civihzation 
we have the record of a great war between the two principal powers in 
the Hittite World, Khatti and Arzawa, at some date in the latter part of 
the fourteenth century B.c., and it seems possible that this war, in which 
Arzawa was overthrown, may have left Khatti, too, permanently 
weakened. There is evidence, in the record, that from that time onwards 
the Khatti Empire began to have increasing difficulty in holding its own 
against rebels at home and raiders from abroad. At the same time there 
was another drain on Khatti’s resources—her long-drawn-out and 
inconclusive series of wars with Egypt over Syria—and here the source 
of weakness was a conflict with a power that was external to the Hittite 
World. In any case, the barbarian Volkerwanderung that overthrew the 
Khatti Empire and destroyed its capital city Khattu$aS (Boghazqal'eh) 
round about the turn of the thirteenth and twelfth centuries B.c. was an 
external force of suf&cient m^nitude to have wrecked the Hittite 
Civilization, even if this had not already wrecked itself before this final 
catastrophe overtook it. 

On reconsideration, then, I agree that force has sometimes played a 
decisive part in human affairs, and I also agree that the force which has 
been the immediate cause of the destruction of civilizations may some¬ 
times have been an external force and not a domestic one. I still cannot 
think of any case in which it can be demonstrated that the force which 
dealt a civilization its mortal wound was an external one, while I can 
think of several cases in which it is evident that the mortal wound was 
self-inflicted, and in which the stricken civilization did not become a 
prey to external forces until it was already moribund. Cases in point are, 
I should say, the histories of the Hellenic Civilization and the two 
indigenous civilizations of the New World. At the same time I agree 
that it is non-proven that a civilization has never been destroyed by 
blows from outside without any previous suicidal acts of its own. 

As for the charge that I have unduly depreciated the importance, in 
human affairs, of material factors of dl kinds, non-militaiy as well as 
military, I have acknowledged the justice of this already in discussing 
the unfortunate effects that a classit^ education has had for me.* Here, 
I am afraid, my reaction to public events in my own lifetime has 
reinforced the influence of my education ; and, together, they have led 
me to under-estimate the pow'cr of both matter and force over the 
course of human al^rs. 

I shall try, from now onwards, to see these two ugly but potent and 
important factors in something more like their true proportions. But 
proportions are, by their very nature, relative, and, in admitting that 

< Sec p. 600, with footnote* 3 *nd 3. 
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matter and force count for more than I have hitherto been willing to 
allow, 1 am not conceding that matter has the same power as spirit, or 
force the same power as love. No doubt the mental dichotomy of 
Reality into love versus power or into spirit versus matter is a mis¬ 
representation; but, if the argument in the first chapter of this volume* 
is valid, the distortion of Reality that is involved in all such mental 
articulations of it is the inevitable price of human consciousness and 
thought; and, in so far as we have to distinguish spirit from matter, and 
love from force, in thinking about human affairs, I still maintain that 
spirit, and particularly the creative spiritual effect of suffering for the 
sake of love, is the distinctive and significant feature of human nature. 

The power of creative suffering must be evident to anyone of my age; 
for the generation into which I happen to have been born has not only 
been Hitler’s generation in the West and Stalin’s in Russia; it has also 
been Gandhi’s in India; and it can already be forecast with some confi¬ 
dence that Gandhi’s effect on human history is going to be greater 
and more lasting than either Stalin’s or Hitler’s. But a recognition of the 
truth that spiritual power speaks the last word in human affairs is not 
any one particular generation’s monopoly. It is the lesson of human 
experience at all times and places; and anyone, at any time and place, 
can learn it, not only from his personal experience, but from the stored 
and transmitted experience of his society’s cultural heritage. A Wes¬ 
terner of my age who has been brought up as a Christian or a Jew and 
has been given a classical education will have had this lesson borne in 
upon him from many quarters,* in addition to his personal experience 
in his own lifetime. 1 myself was first made conscious of the creative 
power of suffering by the Athenian poet Aeschylus in the chorus in his 
Agamemnon in which he speculates on the nature and purpose of 
Reality seen in the personal form of a supreme god. I followed up the 
lesson in the Prometheus, and then realized that, sdl the time, it had been 
staring me in the face in the figure of ‘the Suffering Servant’ in Deutero- 
Isaiah and in the figure of Christ in the New Testament. When 1 after¬ 
wards carried my self-education beyond the eastern bounds of the 
Syriac and Hellenic worlds, I found that Prometheus and the Suffering 
Servant and Christ had Indian counterparts in the Buddha and in the 
bodhisattvas that had been imagined in the Buddha’s likeness. If I 
wanted to describe, in epitome, the nature and the motive of a bod- 
hisattva’s act of self-sacrifice, I could do it by quoting Saint Paul’s 
description of Christ’s act of self-sacrifice in his Epistle to the Philip- 
pians.^ 

I have still to reconsider the effect of the events in my lifetime on my 
political outlook. I admit that the experience of my generation has made 
me hate nationalism and deplore the division of the World into sovereign 
independent local states.* But here I do not admit that my reaction to 

* See pp. 8-13. * See pp. 580-1. * Phil. ii. 6-8. 

4 My hatred of oationaltam has be^ noted by H. Baudot in Historu en MtuMsum*, 
p. 51. My oppoaidon to perochialiam in all it* forms has been improved by Rabbi J. B. 
^^jua in JuMiitm, Fall, 1955, P* 3 > 5 ' On the other hand, A. N. Holcombe holds that 
'Toynbee's hatred of me Nazi version of the sovereign national state leads him to what 
seems to be an unbalanced condemnation of modem nadonaltsm in all its forms' (TA« 
American Political Seientt Reviete, vol. xlbc. No. 4 (December, I 9 S 5 )> PP* i< 5 >~ 4 )* 

X 2 
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my generation’s experience has led me astray. Unrestricted local 
sovereignty and intemperate local patriotism are, surely, threatening 
at this moment to bring destruction on our present-day society, and 
perhaps on mankind itself. These are not only obvious dangers; they are 
also obvious anachronisms in a world in which the progress of techno¬ 
logy has given human operations a planetary range and has at the same 
time armed the governments of local sutes with genocidal weapons. But 
one did not need to wait to be bom in a.d. 1889 in order to become aware 
of the war-head of destructive power that local sovereignty and local 
patriotism carry with them. This has been manifest since the Sumeric 
Civilization broke down as the result of a crescendo of fratricidal wars 
between its local city-states, and the Sumerians brought that catastrophe 
on themselves not much less than four thousand five hundred years ago. 
A classically educated Westerner could learn the same lesson from his 
knowledge of the history of the Hellenic Civilization; a classically 
educated Chinese could learn it from his knowledge of the history of the 
Sinic World in the age of the Contending States. When my older con¬ 
temporary, Sir Ernest Barker, declares, and repeats, that he believes in 
national states and in national churches,^ I feel that he is strangely over¬ 
looking or ignoring what look to me like unmistakable signs of the times. 

On ^e o^er hand, when Sir Ernest goes on to say that the proper aim 
in politics is a harmony between ‘national’ and ‘universal’,* I heartily 
agree with him. Where national states have claimed absolute sovereignty 
and have demanded unqualified loyalty from their respective subjects, 
the result hitherto has, I believe, invariably been a crescendo of w^are 
that has eventually wrecked the civilization in which this anarchy has 
been tolerated. On the other hand, where local variety and autonomy 
have been completely suppressed for the benefit of a standardized 
culture and a centralued government in a unitary empire coextensive 
with the whole domain of a civilization, I believe that the social and 
cultural consequences have been unfortunate in these circumstances too. 
The Roman Empire prospered under the prindpate, when it was 
administered as a commonwealth of still autonomous, but no longer 
sovereign, dty-states; it decayed with the decay of local autonomy and 
with the transformation of the world-government horn an instrument for 
keeping the peace into an agency for the centralized bureaucratic ad¬ 
ministration of local as well as common affairs. The history of the Chinese 
Empire tells the same tale. The Ch’in imperial regime, which put an end 
to the intolerable anarchy of the Contending States, went, in reaction 
against this, to a hardly more tolerable opposite extreme of centraliza¬ 
tion and bureaucracy. In consequence it was overthrown by internal in¬ 
surrections within a few years of its founder’s death. By contrast, the 
founder of the succeeding Han imperial regime, Liu P’ang, made a 
compromise between centrism and local autonomy on lines that were 
subsequently followed independently by Augustus at the other end of the 
Old World. In consequence the Chinese Empire, in the form in which 

G. Mtsur nuinteini thtt 'nations have been the torch-bear e rs- -of the Western Civilisa¬ 
tion, at any rate’ (the Hiitoriseh* Ztitsekri/t, Band 177 (1054), pp. 521-3). 

* Sir Ernest Bsrker in Toynbt* and pp. 96 ana lei. 

* Ibid., p. 101. 
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Liu P’ang refoundcd it» lasted thereafter, on and off, for more than 
twenty-one centuries. 

In the light of the success of Liu P’ang's and Augustus’s policy, I 
agree with Sir Ernest Barker that a harmony between ‘national’ and 
‘universal’ is the proper objective of statesmanship. But I do not know 
whether he would agree with me in holding that, if the harmony is to be 
effective and enduring, the authority of the ‘universal’, and the loyalty 
paid to it, must be paramount. This was one of the conditions of the 
compromise that was worked out by Liu P’ang and by Augustus, and 
this was, I should say, the secret of the success of the regime inaugurated 
by each of them. A fortiori^ in our world-wide society in the present 
Atomic Age we shall not have assured the survival of the human race 
until we have established a world-government and have made the pre¬ 
sent national governments subordinate to it.' Of course, even in an age 
of world-wide communications, local administration, in a hierarchy of 
different geographical scales, will continue to be necessary. In the world¬ 
wide society into which we are now moving, national units will have the 
same part to play that the states have in a federation, and the counties or 
departments in a unitary national state. National loyalties in such fields 
as literature, art, and sport can continue to enrich our conunon human 
life without being the menace to the human race’s existence that 
national loyalties are today when we are still indulging in them in the 
fields of politics and wzr. But, in an age when political nationalism has 
come to be a threat to the human race’s survival, our paramount loyalty 
must be transferred from our local nation to mankind as a whole. To 
commit genocide in the name of local patriotism would be senseless 
besides being criminal; for, in perpetrating the destruction of the human 
race, one would be ensuring the destruction of one’s own nation among 
the rest. In an age in which genocide has become a possibility, the only 
way of making sense of local loyalty is to subordinate it to a world-wide 
loyalty. This, and nothing short of this, will ensure the survival of each 
local nation; for this can now be ensured only by ensuring the survival of 
mankind.^ 

I ThU would be my entwer to T. E. Sumbere’t ])«rtjnent criticism that I have said 
nothing about the character of the political order that is to succeed nstional states if these 
are to oe derived of their sovereigoty {Social Research, vol. 14, No. 3 (September, 
* 947 ). PP- 267-84). 

* Perhaps this paragraph meets a point that has been put to me by Sir Geoffrey 
Vickers in a letter of ist February, 1943. 

‘The intense cultivatioa of the nation-state is an instinctive attempt to supply a double 
need. 

*Por the first time, large conununities have the power, and know they have the power, 
to create their own conditions. For this a machine is ne^ed of sUe ana scope altogether 
new—a machine capable of redistributing income, determimog the use of land and 
property, enforcing standards of health, conditioning the adult, and educating the young. 
For a very large community, the state alone can provide such machinery; but, m doing 
so, it is asstiming s wholly new function. 

‘Further, for such an enterprise 1 sentiment is needed, embracing the whole group, 
sufficiently strong and enduring to make the individual put Gemaines before Eigenes 
and tomorrow before today—at least to the extent needed in order to egree upon and to 
carry out these long-term efforts at collective self-creation. The sentiments must centre 
on toe community which is the subject and the object of this collective effort.... 

‘The existing state machines are facts; they are incomparabty the most powerful 
existing social machines. The sentiments of existing nations are tacts. They are much 
the strongest existing collective sentiments, and are rooted in the realities of historical, 
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This is my belief. I believe it on the evidence as I see it; and I find 
this evidence both in the events of my own lifetime and in Ae previous 
course of history as far as I know it. But I do not just believe this as an 
intellectual proposition; 1 also most eagerly hope that, in our time, 
mankind is going to take the revolutionary new departure that our un¬ 
precedented new situation demands of us. I hope this because I believe 
that, if mankind cannot now bring itself at last to live as one family, the 
pen^ty, in our new situation, must be genocide sooner or later. And I 
wish, with all my heart, that the human race may survive, because I 
believe that Man has been given the capacity to see God, and I believe 
that this is the summum bonum towarcU which all creation groans and 
travails. Pieter Geyl says of me’ that ‘his dream is the unity of mankind 
in the love of God. Or rather, his dream is to participate in that loving 
vision and see its approach and realisation.’ I am grateful to Geyl for the 
insight with which he has perceived what I feel, and for the s^pathy 
with which he has described it. Obviously I am not the best judge of 
whether or not he is right in holding that the dream with which he 
credits me has overwhelmed my interest in particular phenomena and 
has made my thinking ‘unhistoricar.* If this has been the price of my 
‘vision’ it has been a Wgh one; yet, whatever the price, ‘I wll not cease 
from mental strife’. 

4. EFFECTS OP BEING WHAT ONE IS 
(i) Irreverence towards Pretensions to Uniqueness 

‘What one is’ might be expected, on first thoughts, to be the most 
easily identifiable of all things when the analyst is oneself. But it is 
notoriously difficult to disentangle ‘nature’ from ‘nurture’; and I cannot 
feel sure, in my own case, that my irreverence towards pretensions to 
uniqueness is wholly the product of one of Nature’s dice-throws in her 

n e of genes. 1 may have inherited a tendency towards this attitude 
1 unknown and perhaps remote ancestors, and I may have been led 
to develop it by influences that have been part of my informal education. 
I am a Londoner bom and bred, and have lived and worked in London 
except for two years (1913-15) during which I was a don at Oxford. 
Since early childhood 1 have t^n constantly riding in London omni¬ 
buses and listening with delight to the conductors’ running commentary 
on the human condition and the nature of the Universe. Perhaps I have 
caught some of my irreverence from the London bus-conductors, 

tocitl, tnd physical continutty. Are not these the only bases, rudimentary though they 
are, for a rKvr advance?' 

I agree that they can be invaluable bases for a new advance towards in increase in 
welfare—particularly for the poverty-stricken three-quarters of mankind. But, if they 
are to serve this constructive purpose, they must not be the cnly bsses. In an a« of 
guided intercontinental missiles with ttomk war-heads, nationsl states will produce, 
not welfare, but genocide, if they are allowed to remain the only units of social onanizs- 
tion and only focusea of loyalty. In order to turn them into welftire agencies we nave to 
deprive them of their traoitional sovereignty snd subordinate them, both legally and 
emocionally, to a higher authority. This world-authority would be the servant of the 
whole human race, and its first duty would be to help the race to provide for its own 
seif.preservation. 

' In Toyfibu end History, p. 361. 


> Geyl, ibid. 
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perhaps some of it from the London sparrows. Anyway, whether it is 
inborn in me or has seeped into me from my life-long cockney environ¬ 
ment, I am conscious of the effects that it has had on ray outlook. 

I am convinced that irreverence, where irreverence is due, is one of 
the cardinal virtues. Even with my qualification ‘where due’, this con¬ 
viction is, of course, a highly controversial one; and, without it, I my¬ 
self should feel that, so far from being a virtue, irreverence would be a 
vice, and a very odious one. To be a virtue, irreverence must be dis- 
criminatii^: for there are other virtues, met with outside ourselves in 
our experience—above all, self-sacrifice for the sake of love—which arc 
touchstones of our characters. They cry out to us to revere them; and, if 
we are irresponsive, we stand condemned. I am thinking, for example, of 
the passage in Saint Paul's Epistle to the Philippians in which he ede- 
brates the great deed of loving self-sacrifice that is the Buddha's deed and 
the bodhisatU'as' as well as Christ's.* I should feel that I had committed 
a grievous sin if ever 1 found myself reacting irreverently towards such 
deeds as this, or towards any lesser manifestations of spiritual greatness. 
The spiritual presence in the Universe that is greater than Man mani¬ 
fests itself to Man in more forms than one: in the ‘myths’ in which our 
human imagination penetrates perhaps farthest into the mystery of the 
Universe, as well as in the ‘facts’ presented in the records of the past or 
experienced at first hand in the present. In the ^ce of this spiritual 
presence in any of its manifestations, irreverence would be impious and 
despicable. But, if one reveres this elusive yet ubiquitous essence of 
spiritual Reality, one is bound to reject all pretensions to uniqueness, 
whether these arc put forward in Man's name or in God's. In the face of 
such pretensions, irreverence has, I am convinced, a salutary part to 
play. It can save us from the error of falling down and worshipping 
idols. 

This sharp distinction that I make between idols and Reality, and 
between the irreverence and the reverence that are due respectively to 
each, has been overlooked, I think, by Stecchini in a critique of a previous 
volume of the present book. 

‘An examination [Stecchini says] of Toynbee's early writings, produced 
when he was merely a specialist in Greek history, reveals his surprising 
dislike of the characteristic values of Greek civilization. In this narrower 
context, there is laid bare the self-destructive bent of his thought: he feels 
ever compelled to subvert that which he avowedly stands for. The key to 
Toynbee’s animus against the Jews is in that contradiction.'* 

What I do feel ever compelled to subvert is not ‘that which I avowedly 
stand for’; it is anything which seems to me to be an idol. And this horror 
of idolatry has been implanted in me by the heritage from Judaism in 
Christianity—a heritage that is made much of in the Protestant form of 
Christianity in which I was brought up. This Judaic iconoclasm of mine 
makes me reject, with particular vehemence, the claims to uniqueness 
that are made by the Judaic religions. Fitzsimons notes^ that I ‘rebelled 

* See p. 617. 

* h. C. Stecchini in Midstream, Autumn, 1956, pp. S4-91. 

> In The Revieto of Potitiei, vol. 19. No. 4 (October, 1957), pp. 544-53. 
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against the cxdusivism and complacency of the Victorian world.... He 
suffers’, Fitzsimons says of me, ‘from an unwillingness to believe that 
there can be an exclusive truth.’’ My intransigence over this issue has 
been accurately noted in a critique of my work by Berkovitz. ‘One of its 
basic principles’, he writes,* ‘indicates that there is nothing unique about 
either Judaism or Jewry, as there is nothing unique about anything else 
in human history.’ 

There is, of course, an epistemological sense, examined in Chapter I, 
in which every phenomenon is unique. When the intellect has acquired 
knowledge of a phenomenon by analysing and classifying all the features, 
shared by it with other phenomena, that the intellect is able to discern, 
there always remains an unexhausted, and perhaps inexhaustible, residue 
that is provisionally unique by definition, because it is still unclassified. 
But this unknoviT) unique residue is not in the phenomenon itself. A 
phenomenon is, by definition, something that is perceptible to a human 
mind. TTie unique residue in each phenomenon is indistinguishable from 
the Reality beyond all phenomena; and the uniqueness of Reality pre¬ 
cludes any phenomenon from being unique essentially and intrinsically. 
At the most, a phenomenon can be unique only momentarily and, so to 
speak, ‘operationally’: that is to say, if it is serving as a temporary vehicle 
or instrument for an act of creation.* To this extent only, I agree that, 
‘if history reveals a purpose, there are people who are the instruments of 
this purpose’.^ In respect of this case in which the momentary vehicles of 
creation are human souls, the distinction between provisional unique¬ 
ness and intrinsic uniqueness has been finely drawn by Rabbi Agus: 

‘The quality of “uniqueness” is altogether legitimate in the vertical 
dimension of ideas and culture, for then the achievements of one group 
are held out as the potential possessions of all groups. But “uniqueness” 
as an innate quality of being is exclusive in character, invidious in intent, 
invariably offensive.’* 

It is the pretensions to uniqueness in the second of these two senses that 
move me to irreverence. 

For a Westerner brought up in the Christian tradition, the Jews’ 
claim to be ‘the Chosen People’ is the classical case of a pretension to 

> Thu outlook of mine is called by Fitxsimons Toynbee's charitable univemlism’. 

This is a charitable deacriptiooofit; and it is indeed true my outlook ia derived from 
the bright as well as from the dark facet of the Jewish vision of character that 

Christianity has inherited. A God who it the loving hither of all His creatures cannot have 
left the majority of them outside His fold; He cannot have concentrated His love and 
care on some 'chosen' minority- If the tame God it also jealous of His status as the One 
True God of the whole Universe, He will have laid upon every one of His creatures the 
commandment 'thou shalt have no other Gods before me'. Jealousy and love are an 
incongrui^ pam of attributes, considering that a love which is genuine and pure ia 
incompatible with any self-regarding fceluigi. But, if it were conceivable that God 
could be both jealous and loving, these two veins of feeling would work together on one 
issue. Tb^ would conspire to make the Judaic God intolerant of any claim to utuqueneas 
except His own. 

> E. Beslcovitx:,JWa^.' FouU or Femuntt, p. 17, note 52. 

. * The language in this sentence may (I am aware) be read as implying that creation 
IS the act of a person, and even one of a human-like kind. I do not mean to imply this, 
but I cannot nnd any less anthropomorphic wor^ in the anthropocentric vocwulary 
of human ItnmaM. « Stecchini, ibid. 

s Rabbi J. B. Agus in Judaism, Fall, 1955, p. 328. 
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uniqueness of the objectionable kind; but this is, of course, only one 
example of a common human aberration; and the aberration is a common 
one ^cause its source is Man’s besetting sin of self-centredness. I 
acknowledge, without misgiving or apology, that I tilt against preten¬ 
sions to uniqueness wherever I encounter them. I react against them the 
most vigorously when they are put forward on behalf of some group or 
institution with which I happen to be associated, and for which I am 
therefore partially responsible to some infinitesimal extent. In the case 
in point, for instance, I feel more concern about pretensions to unique¬ 
ness on behalf of Jewry, Judaism, and Christianity than 1 feel about the 
corresponding pretensions on behalf of Islam. I do not find Islamic pre¬ 
tensions any less preposterous than I find Christian or Jewish preten¬ 
sions. But, as my ancestral religious tradition happens to be the Christian 
one, and the Christian tradition has Jewish but not Islamic antecedents, 
I feel more responsible when such claims are made by Christians and 
Jews than when they are made by Muslims. Similarly, as my ancestral 
Christian tradition happens to be the Protestant one, and as I have not 
become a Catholic, I feel more responsible for Protestant pretensions 
than for Catholic pretensions. But I do combat pretensions to unique¬ 
ness abroad as well as at home. I combat them wherever I find them. In 
combating them I try, however, to distinguish between the pretension 
that I reject and other features in the institution or group or individual 
on whose behalf the pretension is made. An unacceptable pretension 
may be found in company with characteristics and achievements that 
call for love and admiration; and it is possible to love and admire some¬ 
thing or somebody unreservedly without imagining that it or he or she 
is admirable or lovable uniquely. 

I will now illustrate my attitude by giving a short catalogue of pre¬ 
tensions that I reject. 

I reject the pretension to be *a Chosen People’ in whatever people’s 
name it is made. The Jews, ‘the British Israelites’, the British 'sahibs’ 
and Hindu Brahmans in India, the Japanese, my fellow Balliol men at 
Oxford, my fellow Teutons the German Nazis, all seem to me to have 
been chosen by no one except themselves. And, if that is the truth, it 
disposes of their claim, since every human institution, group, and in¬ 
dividual is unique in its own estimation. When Joshua’s and Sampson’s 
Israelites ask me to acknowledge their uniqueness, I retort by looking at 
them through Canaanite and Philistine eyes. These are, after all, the 
eyes through which we should be seeing the Israelites today if the Books 
of the Law and the Prophets had come down to us in the version current 
in Sidon or Gath instead of our possessing them, as we do, only in the 
version current in Israel and Jud^. As I see it, the mental dichotomy of 
mankind into Jews and gentiles, sheep and goats, is an illusion gener¬ 
ated by the universal human malady of self-centredness.* Kipling’s 

1 Jewish and Chmtian apologists sometimes try to mitigate the invidiousness of the 
pretension that the Jews are a chosen people by pointiag out that, while the validity of 
the claim may be questionable, the consequence of ita having been made is beyond 
dispute. The »iritual privilege, if it has indeed been conferred, has entailed a practical 
martyrdom. ‘To be the chosen people of God' has been 'a temporal misfortune^ for the 
Jews of the Mosaic dispensation (R. C.Zaehner: At Surtdry Timet, p. 177). Tf it was an 
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Recessional is eloquent and moving, but ‘lesser breeds without the law* 
is a line in it that makes me smile, Tor here the sensitive poet is protrud¬ 
ing the British Israelite’s cloven hoof. 

I reject the pretension of Christianity to be a unique revelation of the 
truth about Reality and a unique means of grace and salvation.' I reject 
the Christian Church’s argument that it is unique in virtue of the unique¬ 
ness of Christ and of His incarnation. What Jesus thought and said about 
Himself cannot, I believe, be recovered from the words written of Him 
and put into His mouth in the New Testament. But, whatever Jesus may 
or may not have believed about Himself, we have to consider whether it 
seems to us credible that a God who, in Christianity’s Judaic vision of 
Him, is another name for love, and who is believed to have demon¬ 
strated His love for Man by becoming incarnate in a human being, will 
have done this self-sacrificing deed of ‘emptying Himself’ at one time 
and place and one only. 

Which is the more consonant with the Christian belief that God is 
love? The other Christian belief in the uniqueness of Christ’s incarna¬ 
tion? Or the liindu belief that ^^shnu has subjected himself to more 
avatars than one,* and the Buddhist belief that more sentient beings 

honour and a privilege to have been ao choien. it wai full of danger, and exposed the 
bearer of it to the ill-will and jealousy of hit fellow nten. In this way the difficulty was 
got over of combining a religion meant for alt mankind, and to which they were invited, 
with a religion confum in actual fact to one single nation' (R. Travers Herford: Jitdaitm 
in the Nno T«ttam«nt Period, p. 97). The Covenant grants no privileges but is the source 
of grest er demands snd heightened responsibility’ (E. Berkovitz: yudaitm: Potsii or 
FermentT, p. 67). 'A divine destiny reluctantly assumed, everlastingly repudiated, ever- 
lutini^ reclaimed' (M. Samuel: Ttu Profeuor and the Fonil, p. too). The concept of 
Isracrt choice is one of humility not of arrogance. The selection ia a burden, not a grace' 
(A. Eban in Toynbee and p. 327). 

I find thia apolo^ unconvincing. I agree that the role of ‘Chosen People* has been 
'cverlasdngly reclaimed' by the Jews, but I do not know of any evidence that it was 
'reluctantly assumed’ in the first instance. The Jews are not the only people w^ have 
been willing to offer up costly aacrificea on the slur of their collective aelf-centredness. 
But self-centredneas remains the sin that it is, however high s price one may be willing 
to pay for the psychological aatisfaction that one obtains from committing it. 1 agree with 
Rabbi J. B. Aeu* (in Judaitni, 1956, p. 34) in deprecating the sense of self-importance 
and the pride that are apt to be engendered by a belief that one has been ‘ch^n’ by 
God—whether God’s choice ia believed to have been signified by one's birth or by con¬ 
fession and observance or by conversion. 

While the suffering that the Jews have brought on themselves through thia aelf- 
centredneaa ia iK>t meritorious in them, any more than it ia in anyone else, it certainly is a 
merit, and a great one, in the Jews that th^ learnt the spiritual lesson that can be found 
in suffering, but, nwre often than not, is missed. ‘Judauai .. . taught the possibility of 
tranamuring pain into spiritual greatness’ (Ribbi j. B. A^us in JWaum, Fall, 1955, p. 
330). It is uso ■ great merit of the Jews that, from the tune of the Prophets onwarw, 
diere have always been Israelite, and subsequently Jeadsh, critics of 'the Chosen People's^ 
claim to uniqueness. See, for example, Agus ibid., pp. 325-8. ‘It is not the Jews that 
are unique, but the Torah as the Wora of Gm and the Jews as the bwers of the Torah' 
(ibid., p. 326). 

As fw AnDsemitism, this is a left-handed admission of the validity of the Jews’ claim 
to uniqueness. ‘Antisenutism, singling out the Jew as the demonic force in history, is 
manifestly the do ctr ine of “chosenneai” with inverse valence. . . . T'here was a causal 
historical connexion between the Jew snd the peculiar brand of hatred t^t was directed 
toward him' (Rabbi J. B. Agua in yudaitm, 1956, p. 40). 

> Edward Gargan—no doubt among many others—criticues me for this in Boohs on 
Trial, March, 1955. 

2 The contrast ^tween the uniqueness of Christ’s incarnation according to Christian 
belief and the repcatedness of Vishnu'i incarnations according to Hindu belief has been 
cited by Christopher Dawson (The Dynamios of World History, p. »6) as presumptive 
evidence in favour of the ChristUn belief’s being the truth. Here, of course, Dawson ia 
reproducing one of the traditional arguments of Christian apologists. But it is surely an 
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than one have taken the bodhisattva’s tremendous vow to forgo his own 
self-liberation until he shall have shepherded all his fellow beings into 
the fold that he himself will liave forborne till then to enter? Which, 
again, is the more consonant with the Christian conception of God’s 
character? The Christian belief that there is only one revelation of the 
truth and one road to salvation ? Or the belief, common to Hinduism 
and to the Pre-Christian religions of the Hellenic World, that the heart 
of the mystery of the Universe must be approachable by more roads than 
one ? This Christian-hearted belief was expressed, in a letter to Saint 
Ambrose, by Quintus Aurelius Symmachus, the last non-Christian 
spokesman for religious liberty against an intolerant Christian Roman 
Government. If I am told that I cannot claim to be a Christian unless 
I take Ambrose’s side against Symmachus’s, I can only reply that, if so, 
I am not a Christian but a Symmachan,* or, in present-day terms, a 
Hindu.* 

I also reject the pretension of Communism to be a unique discovery of 
the truth about Reality—at least in the province of human affairs—and 
a unique means of putting right what is wrong with human society, par¬ 
ticularly in its 'capitalist’ form. I am not blind to the importance of the 
social side of human life or to the shortcomings of all known social 
systems up to date. I do not know of any human society in which drastic 
social reform has not been overdue at every stage of its history. For this 
reason I do not believe that society under a Communist regime is, or is 
ever likely to be, the last word in social organization. I do not believe in 
the Jewish-Christian myth of the Millennium in its Communist version 
—the eventual ‘withering’ of the state—any more than I believe in it in 
its original Jewish-Christian context. We can, and I hope shall, human¬ 
ize and civilize traditional methods of government and administration 
almost out of recognition; but 1 cannot foresee the complete elimination 
of the use of coercion in public affairs, because I cannot foresee a trans¬ 
formation of human nature that is going to deprive human beings of 
their freedom to do wrong and of their wish to do it on occasion. In¬ 
dividual human beings are the realities of human life, as I see it; and 
their problems are the fundamental human problems. Communism, it 


argument in a circle. Untquene** is deemed by Christians to be intrinsically superior 
to recurrence beemut they believe in the uniqueness of Christ’s incarnation. On the other 
hand, recurrence is deemed to be superior to uniqueness by Hellenic philosophers, 
because they believe that what is general is superior to what is parttcular. Christian 
apolorots have ignored this Hellenic argument; they have not refuted it. 

^ The Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. says: T am not sture that Toynbee is really as much on 
Symmachus’s side as he thinks he is. . . . I really think he is closer to Ambrose than to 
Symmachus’ (Tha Intant of Toyi^>aa'$ Hiatory: A Cooparativa Appraisal). I confess to 
being a bit shaken by this judgement, since I hsve a great respect for Dr. Hardv’s acumen. 

* Albert Hourani is stating my Iwliefi correctly when he sajia that Toynoee ’wishes 
for a truth that excludes nothing’; that it seems to me wicked in the adherents of any 
religion if they make an exclusive claim for their own particular faith; and that on this 
point the principal target of my ceruure is the Christian Church. He is. of course, also 
correct in declaring that, if one rejects the Incarnation, one is rejecting Christianity 
^ee The Dublin Review, vol. 229, No. 470 (December. 1955), pp. 393 '' 5 }. In Christopher 
Dawson’s eyes the philosophiciJ eouivalence of all the higher i^rions is a still more 
quetcionable notion of mine than the philosophical equivuence of all the civilizationa 
(Toynbee and History, p. 13-0. In The Observer, tyth October, 1954, Dawson makes the 
impressive Mint that it is mmcult to treat the l^her religiona at ^uivalent units, ‘since 
religious values cannot be measured by empirit^ sociological criteria*. 
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seems to me, does not attempt to grapple with the problems of an in¬ 
dividual human person, or to offer him or her the personal help that each 
of us needs for battling with the inescapable sufferings and trials that 
overtake us in the course of our individual lives. In this important 
negative point, Communism resembles Fascism, National Socialism, and 
the other Post-Christian Western ideologies in the present-day World,* 
and differs from the traditional higher religions of both the Judaic and 
the Indian group. This is, I should say, a radical defect in Communism. 
It would put Communism out of court for me even if I believed—as I 
do not—that Communism’s prescription for social reform was absolutely 
—not just relatively—right; that it was practicably attainable; and that, 
in the process of attaining it, the end justified the use of violent and 
oppressive means. Communism claims to be a prescription for some¬ 
thing more than just a necessary and beneficial social reform; it claims 
to provide a comprehensive way of life. I should still reject this larger 
pretension, even if I accepted the smaller one. 

A gentile Westerner b^rs more responsibility for Communism than 
he bears for Christianity. The Christian religion and church had taken 
their classical shape several centuries before the first shoots of the 
Western Civilization made themselves visible above ground. Com¬ 
munism, on the other hand, was incubated in the bosom of the modern 
Western World. Its founders, Marx and Engels, were bom and brought 
up in the Rhineland, and they spent the best part of their working lives 
in England—Marx in London, reading and writing in the British 
Museum, and Engels in Manchester, managing a factory. As a West¬ 
erner and an Englishman, 1 should feel more responsible for Commun¬ 
ism today than I do feel, if, within my lifetime, the Russians* and the 
Chinese had not run away with it—as the sailor ran away with 'the 
bottle imp’ in Robert Louis Stevenson’s thrilling story with that title. 

I reject the pretension of the Western Civilization to be a unique 
representative of the species: the only civilization truly worthy of the 
name. When I ask my fellow Westerners what the West stands for, and 
am told, as I usually am, that it stands for justice, freedom, and human¬ 
ity, I ask if there is any civilization on record—not excluding those once 
represented by the Assyrians and the Aztecs—^that has not ^so claimed 
to stand for the self-same virtues. Surely these are virtues to which all 

> Edwtrd Gtrgao eritieixes me, in Bocks on Trutl, Much, 1955, for my 'vmwilUngneM 
to recognise the phenomenon of modem totaliarunism u e unique development, with¬ 
out hiitoricel precedent’. 

* The Ruesiuu have run away with Communiam, but there is no evidence that they 
have fallen into the error of imagining that they have become ‘the Chosen People’ in 
virtue of having embraced an ideology that they—or their rulera in their name—now 
accept aa being the one true faith. This is not the first time that there has been a national 
conversion in Russian history. Russia became a Christian country more than nine 
hundred years before she beoame a Commurust one; and in the put the Ruaaians, or 
some of them, have regarded their country u being ‘Holy Ruuia’, and regarded Moecow 
u being ‘the Third Rome’, becatue they believed thmaelvea to be the only surviving 
Christian people that wu still truly Onbodox. But this conviction did not lead the 
Ruuians into looking down upon other peoples and treating these with contempt; and 
there is no reuon to suppose that the repCscement of Eutem Orthodox Christi^ty 
by Communism u the natienal faith of Russia hu infected the Ruuian people with a 
senu of aupetiority from which tb^ were previously free. This point hu bm put to 
me in a letter of 6th March, rpji, from J. Stolnikon which hu oeen cited already on 
p. 540, footnote a. 
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human beings feel themselves constrained to pay homage, but to which 
no human beings have ever succeeded in Uving up. If I am asked 
whether I do not consider that the West has lived up to them, a catalogue 
of Western atrocities flashes through my mind faster than the revolutions 
of an unreeling film: the Crusades, the Spanish Inquisition, the Spanish 
conquest of Peru, the Catholic-Protestant Wars of Religion, the English 
slave-trade, plantation slavery in the Old South of the United States, 
present-day racial discrimination there and in Kenya, in Central Africa, 
and in South Africa, two world wars in one lifetime, the cold-blooded 
genocide of Jews by Nazis, the French war of repression against the 
national resistance movement in Algeria. 

Two Jewish scholars, Talmon and Berkovitz, have analysed my 
attitude correctly. Talmon finds that my irritation at the Jews, like my 
opposition to a Europocentric presentation of history, comes from a 
sense of guilt towards the Western colonial powers’ subject peoples. In 
my eyes the West is a perpetual aggressor. I trace the West’s arrogance 
back to the Jewish notion of a 'Chosen People’. And there is, Talmon 
agrees, ‘a distinctive Jewish ingredient at the very core of Western 
civilization’.* Berkovitz pronounces that, in my eyes, Nazi Germany’s 
guilt is the West’s. ‘His loathing of the [Nazi] “caricature” of the West’, 
Berkovitz says of me, ‘is really a form of “self-contempt’”; and my 
hostility towards Zionism—which 1 associate with Nazism—is an ex- 
ternalization of this agonizing filing. ‘The unbridled vehemence of 
Toynbee’s condemnation of Zionism is out of all proportion to the guilt 
on the Zionist side. Accusing Zionism of “Nazism” reveals the measure 
of Toynbee’s condemnation of “Nazism” in his own West.’* This an¬ 
alysis is acute, and I think there is some truth in it. On reconsideration, 
I do not find that I have changed my view of Zionism. I think that, in 
the Zionist movement, Western Jews have assimilated gentile Western 
Civilization in the most unfortunate possible form. They have assimil¬ 
ated the West’s nationalism* and colonialism. The seizure of the houses, 
lands, and property of the 900,000 Palestinian Arabs who are now 
refugees is on a moral level with the worst crimes and injustices com¬ 
mitted, during the last four or five centuries, by gentile West European 
conquerors and colonists overseas. This is stUl my judgement on the 
Zionist movement’s record in Palestine since it first began to resort to 
violence there.^ At the same time, on second thoughts, I do think it may 
be true that the vehemence of my condemnation of Zionism has been 
out of proportion to the magnitude of Zionism’s guilt; and 1 also think 
that, if I have exaggerated, the psychological explanation of this ex¬ 
aggeration that has been suggested by Berkovitz may be the right one. In 

* I. L. Talmon in Commentarv, July, *957, pp. 5-7. 

* E. Iterkovitz: yudaism: Ftmtl or jpgnrunlt, pp. toS-ia. 

* Geyl points out (in Toyniet and ffistory, p. 361) that this aspect of Zionism accounts 
for my opposition to it. 

* I sIm want to aa^, in the same breath, that I admire the obiectivi^, concern for 
n^hteouaneas, and civic courage of other Jews who have protested publicly against the 
ii^ustices, wrongs, and cruclttes committed by Israelis against Arabs. As a classic 
example, I will cite Rabbi Agua's judgement, given iayudmsm. Fall, 1955, pp. 332-4. 
Since the days of the Prophets it has been one of the glories of the Israelites, and the 
Jews after them, that they have been Ute foremost denouncers of their own sins. 
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ihc German Nazis, as in the English ‘Black-and-Tans’, I see the detest¬ 
able dark side of the countenance of the Western Civilization in which 
I myself am an involuntary participant, and in the Jewbh Ziomsts 1 see 
disciples of the Nazis. The Jews are, of course, not the only persecuted 
people that has reacted to persecution by doing as it has been done by; 
and, of course too, the Jews who have reacted in this tragically perverse 
way are only one section of Jewry. Yet the spectacle of any Jews, how¬ 
ever few, following in the Nazis* footsteps is enough to drive a sensitive 
gentile or Jewish spectator almost to despair. Of all peoples in the World, 
the Jews have had the longest and the harshest experience of what it 
means to be victims of injustice and cruelty. That any Jews should indict 
on a third party some of the very wrongs that Jews have suffered at 
Western hands is a portent that makes one wonder whether there may 
not be something irredeemably evil, not in Jewish human nature in 
particular, nor again just in Western human nature, but in the human 
nature common to all men. 

At this, Ziomsts may exclaim in protest: 'Are our misdeeds really as 
bad as those of our gentile Western neighbours And gentile Westerners 
may exclaim: 'Are our misdeeds really as bad as those of the Aztecs and 
the Assyrians ?* My answer to such protests would be that, in my eyes, 
a synoptic view of the histories of the civilizations gives the impression 
that all of them were philosophically equivalent.* I do not think that the 
Western Civilization’s record has been below the average,* but I find no 
evidence that it has been above it, and certainly no evidence that it is 
unique in its virtues any more than in its vices. I also note, with fear and 
trembling, that the West’s record is still incomplete, and, in the Atomic 
Age into which I have now lived, my apprehension increases as I watch 
the Recording Angel’s ‘moving finger’ indefatigably going on writing. 
Talmon is mistaken in thinking* that I have 'missed a truth of awful 
import, a mystery of tragic grandeur—the ambivalence with which the 
whole of the Western at^evement is charged from the start’. 

If one rejects the Western Civilization’s general pretension to unique¬ 
ness, one will also be critical of any particular pretensions to uniqueness 
that one finds this civilization making in particular provinces of its 
domain or in particular fields of its activity. 

As I myself happen to have been bom and brought up an Englishman, 

> This irnptmion of mine u noted and contested by Dawson in Toynbee and History, 
pp. 130-1. In Tht Ohsmtr, xyth October, 1954, Dawson concedes that ‘it is possible to 
treat the civilizationa as equivalent units on the ground of their limitations in time and 
space’. D. Thomson finds that mir argument in favour of the ‘philoaophical contera- 
poranei^’ of civiliaations ta ‘specicus’ {Th$ Sptetator, xyth January, X947). Sweesy 
brands it as '*a dtaaicrous doctrine’ ( 7 %e Nation, xpth October, 19^, p. 4431 . 

3 I do not accept Geyl’s sssertioiu that I have no regard for the Western Civilisation 
(Toynbee and Histm, p. 363) and that I inore ita merits in the modem chapter of its 
history (ibid., p. 360). 1 do not agree with his contention that the Nazi movement ought 
rMt to be debitM to the West’s account (ibid., p. 370). If the Nazia were not Westerners, 
what were they? They were not Jews or Russians or Arabs. They were Germans, ana 
the whole of Germany had been part and parcel of Western Christendom for the last t, xoo 
years before the date of Hitler's Stnduto’. If German Western Christians or ex-Chriaciana 
could do, and did do, what the Ntzu old, no other Weatem Christiana or ex-Christians 
can now be sure that, in similar circumstances, they might not find themselves doing the 
tame. 'The Nazi movement is a modem Western pnenomenoR that should have pricked 
the bubble of modem Western self-complacency. 

> See CoiRnwnfory, July, 1957, p. 9. 
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I am alive to my own countrymen’s pretension to be creme de la crime. 
The self-same sense of superiority that all Westerners feel towards other 
human beings is felt by English Westerners towards other Westerners 
as well. In an Englishman’s presence a Frenchman knows what being 
in a Frenchman’s presence feels like to, let us say, an Algerian.* This 
English sense of superiority is, of course, a delusion and a ridiculous 
one. I was on the point of writing that I had not succumbed to it, when 
I was pulled up short by a sudden misgiving. I myself am an Englishman, 
after all, and, on this point, all Englishmen are probably incorrigible, 
however strenuously they may practise the wholesome exercise of leaning 
over backwards.* 


^ ‘Some Brshmtns ere «s white e» Prenebmeo.’ Theee ingenuoue words were pub¬ 
lished, in my lifetime, by e distinguished Englishman who wes my older contemporery. 
In the present-dey Anglo-Saxon language the sd>ecttve ‘white’ does not, of course, mean 
‘white’ when the missing subetentive is 'human skin’. It means ‘exldbiting an abnormal 
deficiency of pigmentation'. In recent times this slight physical peculiarity luM been taken, 
by some of those who tufifex from it, as being a token of racial superioriw, because peoples 
■ufifering from it have been enjoyii^ a temporary ascendancy in tho World. The pasauc 
quoted shove reveals two assumptions in the mmd of its English author. Me takes it for 

e -anted that the deficiency is less conspicuous in Frenchmen’s skins than it is in his 
nglish fellow countrymen's (he cannot ever have visited Normandy); and he alto takes 
it for ffTsnted that, in a Brabmsn’a skin, the deficiency is a good mark-—even if It comes 
up only to the French and not to the Nglish ttanda^. He does not realize that, in the 
Brahman, this peculisriw is a birthmark of hit ancestors’ barbaric o^in. It stamps him 
as an authentic unassimilated dcacendant of the Aryan Nomads who Invaded India from 
Central Asia some time during the later centuries of the second millennium B.C. 

> In 'leaning over backwards' it is ea^ to lean farther than one intends. Sir Llewellyn 
Woodward has noticed that in volt, t-ili of this book 'there is a certain petulance, at 
timet even a lack of balance, in the treatment of the modem Western Civilizatioo. This 
petulance can be understood’, he concedes, ‘at a time when fantastic zMnsense is talked 
about "Nordic Man"; nevertheless, it is out of place’, he suggests, 'in a philosophical 
study’ {Tht Spectator, 6ch July, 1934 )- This judgment seems to me to nit the mark 
exactly, and in the present vofume I have had it in mind all the_ time, and have been 
trying to bring my attitude towards our Western Civilization into balance that 
Woodward rightly recommends. I am as irreverent as ever towards Western pretensions 
that seem to me to be excessive. But irreverence can be good-tempered, and ought to 
be. W^ben it is petulant, it defeats its purpose, which it to combat extravagances by 
ridiculing them. I plead guilty to occasional petulance, and also to not always being able 
to resist s childish temptation to pull provocative tails. I alto acknowledge, without any 
sense of guilt, that, as a result of taking a classical education seriously, I have become 
psychologically detached to some extent from the Western Civilization m which I happen 
to have been iMm and brought up. But, when all these elements in my attitude towards 
the West are added together, they do not convict me of being anti-Western, or anything 
like it. 

I might have let this go without s*^g it if I had not been denounced as a traitor to 
the West by at least two of my critics. Famer G. F. Klenk, S.J., who calls me 'a deserter' 
(in Slimmen dtr Ztit, 1949/50, p. i^), makes amends, it is tru^ by bracketing me, in this 
lole, with *rbomss Mann. G. r. Hudson (in T/u Tte«ntuth umtury, November, 1954, 
pp. 403-taL quoting a statement of mine that I have spent ‘two decades trying to read 
the map of histofy from a non-Western angle of vision’, correctly presumes that I 
would not admit that this anjfle of vision was an anti-Western one. Hudson himself, how¬ 
ever, attributes to me the viw that the worst that could happen to the Weat would be 
no more than it deaerved. ‘Professor Toynbee ... is profounoly alienated in spirit from 
the civilization that he has had the misfortune to inherit. His heart is in an earlier age of 
that civilization—the medieval—and he disapproves fundamentally of the course its 
development has Uken since the latter half ot the seventeenth century. He shares Mr. 
T.S. Eliot’santipathy for "decent godless people’’.... It is this that explains his obvious 
relish in "taking it out of’’ modem Western Man, and his Schader^retuU at the spectacle 
of the latter’s recent tribulations.’ 

I am grateful to Hudson for bracketing me with T. S. Eliot. It is as great a distinction 
as it is to be bracketed with Thomas Mann. But his indictment is just brilliant nonsense. 
I have a substantial stake in the West’a future: eleven grandchildren. How could it be 
supposed that I am licki^ my lips over the possibility that they may be wiped out of 
existence? There is nothing that I want more than that the West should survive. But, 
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Fortunately I have been pushed backwards in reaction against the pull 
of modern Western nationalism in the field of formal education. One of 
the virtues of the old-^hioned ‘classical’ education was that it taught 
one to put one’s treasure in something outside the immediate here and 
now. The objective of a post-classic^ non-sdentiiic education in the 
West is to soak the student’s mind in the language, literature, history, 
and manners of his own country, on the assumption that this is a valu¬ 
able training for citizenship in a democratic national state. At Oxford 
one day in the year 1910, when the end of my formal classical education 
was in sight, I picked up the current syllabus of the Oxford School of 
Modem History to consider whether, after taking my final classical 
examination at the University in Uteris humaniorihus, I should spend the 
next year at Oxford reading modem history or spend it in Greece walk¬ 
ing about the countryside. A brief glance at that syllabus was decisive. 
The quantity of English history that was prescribed in it as obligatory 
was enough to kno^ me over backwards—the more so when 1 found 
that what was not spedfically English in the prescribed history course 
was still almost exclusively West European. Accustomed, as I had be¬ 
come by then, to roaming freely in the great open spaces of Hellenic 
history, with its vistas opening on to the still broader realms of the 
history of mankind and the history of the Universe, I felt as if I was 
being invited to put my head into a stuffy little closet that had not had an 
airing for years. I had been thrilled by English history at the age of four, 
when my mother had told the story to me in instalments, night by night, 
while she was putting me to bed. But my mother had made it thrilling by 
making it do for me what Hellenic history had been doing at a later stage. 
The prospect of studying English history in accordance with the speci¬ 
fications of the Oxford syllabus was unattractive to me; so I went to 
Greece, and have been thuikful, ever since, that this was the alternative 
for which I then opted. Sir Ernest Barker is right in reporting^ that I do 
not know English history and do not love it. 

to survive, it must save itself. And I bdieve that irreverence such u mine is the most 
salutary attitude for Westerners to take towards their civilizetion in ia present crisis. 
For the last two or three centuries the West lua bees enjoying to aacertdancy over the 
non-Westem in^oiity of mankind. In our time this abnormal and unwholesome poaition 
of ours has become untenable. Our problem is bow to climb down to a normal level of 
equality without having a great S^vation for us Westemen today lies, I feel sure, 
in taking to heart the paimole of the mote end the beam. A great is in store for us 
if we harden our hearts by nursing a pretension to uniqueness which is, as it always has 
been, irreconcilable with reality. In the present state of the West the attitude that, in a 
Westerner, is high treason is not irreverence towards our civilization, but adulation of it. 

> In Toyttim emd History, pp. 08-99. In <hit context Sir Ernest mentions that he has 
looked up the entries ‘Egypt’ and ‘England' in my wife’s index to volumes vit-x of the 
present book, and has ascertained, by applying a tape-measure, that ‘EMland’ occupies 
as much as one-sixth of the amount of space that is occupied by 'Egypt'. 'Inis remarkable 
figure just shows how difficult it it to rectify the distorting enects of one’s rdativity to 
one’s cultural milieu. I really do not think that it would be possible to try harder or more 
ainoerely than I have tried to get over the bias implanted in me by theaccideot that I am 
a Westerner and an English one. Yrt here I stand bopeleesfy convicted by an eminent 
fellow Englishman and fellow historian of having given a dUproportionatefy large space 
to my own country in a study that was intended to deal with human history generally 
and impartially. 

To give one-sixth as much space to England u to Egypt is fantastic, and nothing but 
my being an Englishman can account for my having gone to that lenpb. It is fantsstic 
because the proper pr^ortion would be, not oae-ai^, but something nearer to one- 
sixtieth. Compara to Egypt, what is England, af^ all? Egypt has played a central part 
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He might have added that, for the same reason, I have no love for the 
barbarians. The nineteenth-century Englishman’s self-esteem led him 
to extend his high estimate of himself to bis Teutonic barbarian ancestors. 
J. R. Green and other English historians of his school fancied that they 
had traced back to primitive Teutonic institutions the origins of modem 
Western democracy. This hare that the disgruntled French aristocrat de 
Gobincau had s^ed, and that the English had then chased, was pur¬ 
sued more laboriously by Continental Teutonic Germanisten, till in our 
day it has been run to death by Professor Hauer under Hitler’s auspices. 
The one unquestionable service that the Nazis have rendered to scholar¬ 
ship is the unintended one of making the legend of a Teutonic barbarian 
golden age untenable by making it ludicrous. 

I have always been embarrassed by this Anglo-German conspiracy 
with a French aristocrat to idealize our common barbarian ancestors. It 
has seemed to me to be just stuff and nonsense,* and the feel of the 
barbarian blood in my veins has made me shudder. No wonder, for I 
have the misfortune to have a double dose of it. When the Jewish 
Prophet Ezekiel wanted to shake the complacency of his fellow exiles, 
he gave them a reminder that *your mother was a Hittite and your father 
was a wandering Aramaean’.* The corresponding confession that I have 
to make is an even more painful one. My mother was a Mercian and my 
father was a trespassing Dane. My great-grandfather was a fanner at 
Swineshead in the Lincolnshire fens, and the name of the village com¬ 
memorates the historical fact that this part of Britain has been swamped 
by a Teutonic barbarian invasion not once only, but twice, since the 
withdrawal of the Roman garrison. Sveyn must have been a Danish in¬ 
vader who carved his hide out of land that previous Anglian invaders 
had stolen, in their time, from British subjects of the Roman Empire. 
Samuel declares that I envy the Jews;* and it is true that, if it were 
possible to change one’s lineage, as it is to change one’s name, I might 
rind myself tempted to barter my Anglo-Danish birthright for a Jewish, 

in human history for the last 5,000 years at least. For the first 3.J00 of tboae 5,000 years 
she was the teat of an entire civiliaation—and this one of the two imt civilizations to make 
their appearance. During the last x.500 years, it it true. Egypt hat been only part of the 
domain of a civilization that haa occupied a wider area. Yet in her Chrittian period 
Egypt gave monatricUm to the entire Chrittian World, and in her Itlamic period the 
served as 1 citadel for the whole of Islam from the banning of the Crusades until the 
end of the Mongol VOUterwanderung. It would be hardlv an exaggeration to say that 
Islam owes its survival today to the service that Egypt did for it in an sm in which it 
came vtty near to being wiped out. In recent times again, Egypt haa been the first 
coun^ in the Arab World to modernize itself by adopting the Western form of civiliza¬ 
tion. This is why Egypt is die leading Arab country now. 

What has Englancl to show for herself in comparison with Kjnrpt's record ? Eosland 
has never been the seat of an independent self-contained civilization. She has always 
taken over the civilization of the achoining part of the Continent. She has never plsy^ 
a part of first-class importance in the World as a whole except during the quarter of a 
millennium including, out dUo ending in, the Second World War. And, even during the 
period of her greatness, she was still never more than one out of half-a-dozen Western 
'grest powers', and sevei^ dozen Western national states. 

Sir Ernest's tspe-measurement is indeed iUuminsting. 

* Two of my Teutonic critics, H. A. L. Fbber and K. D. Erdmann, think that, in 
previous volumes of this book. I hsve underestimated the amount and value trf the 
Teutonic barbarians' contribution to the Western Civilizstion (Erdmann in ArehivjQr 
KultuTtuehichlt, ixxui. Biuid, Heft a (1951). p. 242; Fisher in Th» Nin4t*enth Century 
and Ajttr, December, 1934, p. 669). * Ezek. xvi, 45. 

3 M. Samuel; Tfu PrnJttsoT and th* Pawl, p. X38. 
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Arab, Greek, Italian, Dravidian, or Chinese one. I hope I should resist 
the temptation if it were feasible for me to be exposed to it; for its 
attractiveness to me would do me no credit. I should be seeking the 
childish satisfaction of pulling Nordic Man’s tail, and the snobbish satis¬ 
faction of grafting myself on to the fomily tree of people who came into 
the swim of civilization two or three millennia earlier than the English¬ 
man’s reputed progenitors, stallion Hengist and mare Horsa. 

Here I am confessing a preference for a longer over a shorter cultural 
pedigree, but not a preference for any particular racial ‘points’ over any 
other set (I use the word ‘points’ in the dog-fancier’s sense). I reject all 
pretensions to spiritual superiority on the score of physical race, what¬ 
ever may be the human breed on whose behalf these pretensions are 
being put forward. I do not know of there being any evidence for any 
correlation between physical and spiritual characteristics. The preten¬ 
sion is, I believe, as unscientific as it certainly is offensive.* The worst 
offenders today seem to be the surviving descendants of the Sanskrit¬ 
speaking barbarian invaders of the domain of the Indus Culture and the 
Teutomc-speaking barbarian invaders of the domain of the Roman 
Empire. Happily, in both India and the Western World, traditional dis¬ 
criminatory practices are arousing feelings of guilt and shame among an 
increasing ntunber of people in the raci^ly privileged strata of socie^, 
and in India and the United States, at least, the upholders of racial dis¬ 
crimination are now fighting what looks as if it were going to be a losing 
battle. In Kenp some of them, to their credit, are beginning to recon¬ 
sider their point of view. But they are holding out defiantly in South 
Africa and in Central Africa; and in England—whose Teutonic-speak¬ 
ing inhabitants have hitherto prided themselves on being relatively free 
from racial prejudice at home, though not in India—a small immigra¬ 
tion of British subjects of African race has been enough to provoke ugly 
manifestations of race-feeling. At the moment at which I was writing 
these words, Notting Hill and Nottingham were in the news, side by 
side with Little Rock and Johannesberg. Race-feeling seems, indeed, to 
be a characteristic vice of ^e Teutonic-speaking peoples, whether their 
homes happen to be in Europe or overseas, and whether they happen to 
talk Teuton in the High Dutch, Low Dutch, or English dialect of the 
language. On this issue, at any rate, Romance-speaking Westerners and 
Muslims have a less humiliating record. 

Race-feeling is an unfortunate expression of a sense of self-impor¬ 
tance; and the Western peoples that have been indulging in it have been 
showing up, in this unnattering caricature, an unfortunate vein in the 
spirit of the modem West as a whole. The modern West has plumed 
itself particularly on its achievements in the fields of technology, science, 
economics, and general command over the material element in non¬ 
human nature. Moreover, it has persuaded the rest of mankind to adopt 
these modem Western standards—alien though they are to the tradi¬ 
tional standards set for civilization in most other attempts at it, including 

* I hive, howerer, been criticized br Lynn Thorndike (in The Journal of Modem 
Hirtery, September, 1035, pp. 315-17) for ounimizinz untentbb ‘the unmttt^able 
evidence of phyticel innmtance*. 
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the pre-modern Western one. The present Atomic Age is at the same 
time the Age of Westernization. Not only the Russians but the Asians 
and Africans are now rushing to take the kingdom of Western material¬ 
ism by storm; and they are regarding their success or failure in reaching 
this exotic objective as being the measure of their success or failure in 
life. This spectacle, too, moves me to irreverence; and this has provoked 
me, as I realize, into writing off these ‘boosted’ Western achievements at 
what may prove to have been a lower valuation than is their due. Of 
course, no valuation could be low enough if mankind is going to seize 
the opportunity for committing genocide that the modern West’s in¬ 
ventions have placed in our hands. But, if we mans^jc to restrain our¬ 
selves from committing this suicidal crime and folly, we shall have in 
our hands, for the Brst time in history, the material means of making the 
benefits of civilization accessible to all men. And, if the fruits of modem 
Western science and technology arc eventually used for this beneficent 
purpose, our successors may yet learn to bless the modern West in 
retrospect, 

I also reject the pretensions which arc, I think, made explicitly or 
implicitly by some present-day Western scholars. Here again, I feel mis¬ 
givings; for, in venturing to criticize my kind, I am implying that 1 am 
entitled to dissociate myself from them. This is obviously hazardous, 
since I am a present-day Western scholar myself, and the mote that 1 spy 
in the eye of some of my colleagues may therefore be a beam in my own 
eye without my being aware of its presence there. All the same, I am 
going to stick out my neck, and utter two criticisms at my peril. My first 
criticism is that scholars of the school that I here have in mind are in¬ 
clined to put all their faith and all their works too into specialization. My 
second criticism is that they are inclined to overrate the importance of 
their own contributions to the advancement of knowledge, and to under¬ 
rate the importance of the heritage that they have taken over from their 
predecessors. 

On the question of specialization 1 do not dispute the argument that, 
in the present-day world, the accumulated and still fast accumulating 
store of knowledge is so great by comparison with the capacity of one 
mind in one lifetime that specialization has become an indispensable 
intellectual tool. But being indispensable is not the same thing as being 
all-sufficient; and the target of my criticism is an apparent unwillingness 
to recognize that specialization alone is not enough to give us the know¬ 
ledge and understanding that we are seeking. The farmer that speciali¬ 
zation is carried, the more of the meaning of the phenomena is left 
unplumbed in the unexplored gaps between the specialists’ deep but 
narrowly constricted borings. This method leaves critical questions not 
only unanswered but unasked. And they will remain unasked if the 
microscopic approach is not supplemented by a panoramic one.' Without 

< Seepp. Z33-5. O. F. Anderle observes, inan unpublitbed paper, that the specialists 
are apt to assume that a panoramic view of history means just a coUeetton of specialist 
views. He points out that ^a ia a fallacy. W. H. Walsh points out (in Tcyitbt* and Niftory, 
p. 127) that it is philosophically naive to imagine that, if only one acczimulatea a large 
enough amount of historical knowledge, this, in itself, will give a clue to the meaning 
of the historical phenomena. He attributes this to me. I think he would have 




634 PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
a combination of the two, there can be no stereoscopic vision. Turning 
a blind eye to the panoramic view is not one of my own sins, I should 
guess. And some of my severest critics would, I am sure, nod assent if I 
said the same thing mother words and confessed that a refusal to genera¬ 
lize was not one of my virtues. I should be happy if I felt sure that I was 
also free from the second of the two sins that I have just been attributing 
to some of the other practitioners of my profession. 

In studying the work of some present-day scholars I have seen them 
succumbing to an illusion that is not, 1 should say, to their credit. When 
one or other of them makes a discovery that alters by, say, two per cent, 
the picture of the phenomena that he has inherited from eminent pre¬ 
decessors, he is apt to get the true proportions confused, or even trans¬ 
posed. He will feel, thmk, and write as if ninety-eight per cent of the 
picture in its new look had been contributed by his own discovery, 
leaving a beggarly two per cent, to his eminent predecessors’ credit. This 
is an intellectual illusion which is morally revealing, for it is the nemesis 
of a pair of moral failings—conceitedness and impiety. If the scholar had 
kept himself free from these failings he might have saved himself from 
succumbing to the illusion. If one has truly achieved a two-per-cent, 
improvement in knowledge and understanding, that is an achievement 
wi^ which one could and should rest content. It is also an achievement 
which one could never have made at all if the ninety-eight per cent, had 
not been achieved already, thanks to the labours of predecessors in an 
endless regress. When one is standing on the shoulders of someone taller 
than onesdf, it is a mistake to proclaim that one has forded the river on 
one’s own feet and that Saint Christopher’s contribution to the achieve¬ 
ment has been a negligible one. 

This comic illusion and the serious moral failings that permit it to 
arise do not figure in the catalo^e of scholars’ traditional faults. Tradi¬ 
tionally they have been inclined to err in the opposite direction. In the 
Western World, for a thousand years ending in the seventeenth century, 
the characteristic mistake made by scholars was to pay too great defer¬ 
ence to past authority. It w*as, no doubt, a bright day in the history of 
Western scholarship, science, and thought when Western minds began 
to dare to think for themselves. But the light would begin to fade if 
independence of mind were to degenerate into the vain conceit of fancy¬ 
ing oneself to be Alpha and Omega. The most likely result of this 
h^Iucination would a drop to Gamma Minus. This is, I fear, one of 
the dangers to which modem Western scholarship is exposing itself. 
The hallucination that is putting scholarship in jeopardy is the scholar’s 
version of the pretension to uniqueness; and that, I believe, is the arch- 
sin of the modem Western World. If I am convicted of being one of the 
offenders,* I hope I shall lean over backwards, in revulsion from myself, 
till my head touches my heels. 

When I am provoked by the self-complacency of present-day scholar- 

been neerer the mirk if he bid ittnbuted it to the ipccialuts. My %dew is ictuiUy the 
opposite. I believe thst history does not disclose its memine if one does not go out in 
search of i meining. I ilso believe thit the ri^t wiy to search for this is to frame hypo- 
thesa and to tty these hypotheaes out. This is anatnemi to tome of the specialists. 

■ Chargea against me oa diia count are cited on p. 638, footnote 2. 
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ship, I find myself w'anting to restart the ‘Ancients’* seventeenth- 
century battle against the ‘Moderns’.' Nevertheless, Sir Ernest Barker is 
right when he says of me^ that ‘he dislikes renaissances’ and is ‘more a 
critic than a disciple' of the Hellenic Civilization. I dislike renaissances 
because their record shows, I think, that, on balance, they have done 
more to stifle than to stimulate creativity in the societies in which they 
have been conjured up. So, in the case of the Italian renaissance of 
Hellenism, to which I myself owe so much, my head gets the better of 
my heart and sets me fimily on the side of the ‘Modems’ against the 
‘Ajicients’ in their seventeenth-century settlement of accounts. As for 
my critical attitude towards Hellenism, I am provoked into it, not so 
much by the Hellenes themselves, as by their uncritical Western disciples. 

When Western Hellenists pay the Hellenes the left-handed compliment 
of bracketing them with themselves as children of light in contrast with 
benighted ‘Orientals’, I rebel against this move to make the Hellenes 
partners in the West’s self-conferred uniqueness.^ I then find myself 
siding with Darius against the lonians and with Xerxes against the 
Hellenic Alliance. I call Xenophon and Alexander to witness ^at, when 
they came to know the Persians personally, they were deeply impressed 
by the sterling qualities of character that they found in them. Might it 
not, then, perhaps have been better for the Hellenes if unity and peace 
had been imposed on them by the Persians in the fifth century b.c. ? 
This would have spared the Hellenes those four and a half centuries of 
tribulation that they brought upon themselves bet\^*een the Emperor 
Darius’s generation and the Emperor Augustus’s. 

I also rebel against the uncritical docility with which Western Hel¬ 
lenists have swallowed whole the Athenian account of Hellenic history. 

* In one of O. H. K. Spete't critiques of my work (in ToyrAn and History, pp. 296-7) 
I tm mildly taken to taak for having ttudied, and quoted at aome length, the treatne on 
Effttt* of uifferencos in Aitnoiphtra, Water, and Location in the Carpus Hippocrateum. 
How pervenc, when 1 luive thown auch abyamai imorance of the work of modem 
Western geographersi The implication is that the results of the study of geography in the 
Hellenic World in the fifth century B.c. have been put out of date oy the work of 
Western geographers in the twenties centupr of the Christian Era. So why waste one’s 
time on this antiquated stuff, when there is such a wealth of up-to-date stuff to be 
mastered? 'Hiis attitude is, it seems to me, revealing. It discloses the mental climate in 
which some present-day scholars work. As far as I can see, there is no reason to suppose 
that a Coan geographer of the fifth century B.C. is not just as worth studying and quoting 
today as, say, alivug French one. 'The only conceivable ground for thmking otherwise 
would be an irrational conviction that present-day Western scholarship is something 
unique. Yet Hesven knows how it is going to stand comparison with Hellenic scholar¬ 
ship when the two come up for reappraisal by posterity, say, 5,000 years from cow, 
No doubt, in the study of geography, the lapse of twen^-four centuries has brought 
with it a considerable net increase in the stocK of information on which an inquirer can 
draw; but there is no evidwee that this psasage of time has been accompanied by any 
advance in human intelligence. The capacity of human minds to think about the relation 
between human bein^ and their non-hutnan environment was iwt inferior in the fifth 
century b.c. to what it is today, and the stock of information accesaible by that date was 
already sufficient for this purpose. 

a In Toynbea and History, p. pa. My critical attitude towards Hellenism hsa been 
noticed by L. C. Stecchini in Midstream, Autumn, 1^56, pp. 84-91, in a passage cited 
in the present chapter on p. 621. It has also been nouced by £. E. Y. Hales in History 
To-day, May, 1955. p. 322. 

} Tnia is the snswer to Hales' question, in loc. ch: 'Why does the work of this scholar, 
nurtured in Hellenism, display so marked an anti-Greek bias ?’ He suggests that I am 
critical of Hellenism because I am critical of the Western Civilixation to which Hellenism 
has ma^ so large a contribution. But this would leave my critical attitude towards the 
Western Ciriliaation still unexplained. I have tried to explain this on pp. 626-9. 
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We should surely be able to appreciate and admire Athenian literature, 
architecture, and art as they deserve without allowing the ambivalent 
Greek word kalds to hoax us into agreeing that what is l^utihil is there¬ 
fore also good. In this issue between Hellene and Hellene 1 am on the 
anti-Athenian side. I look askance at Attica from the Boeotian side of 
Mount Cithaeron. And, when I stand on the acropolis of Athens, I can 
never forget that the money with which those incomparable buildings 
and sculptures were paid for was not the Athenians' own and was not 
theirs to si>end on Athenian public monuments. It was taken from 
contributions, intended for expenditure on common defence, which 
came out of the pockets of Athens’ 'allies’; and the Athenians had the 
power to ‘convert’ these funds to an illegitimate use because they had 
reduced these nominal ‘allies’ to subjection by force of arms. As I mount 
from the Propylaca towards the Parthenon, the names Thasos, Naxos, 
Samos, Mytilcne, Melos run through my head. And, when Hellenists 
lament the fall of Athens at the end of the Great Atheno-Peloponnesian 
War, I recall that Athens’ antagonists and Athens’ subjects were just as 
truly Hellenes as the Athenians were, and that, for them, the demolition 
of the Lor^ Walls spelled liberation for the Hellenic World the 
yoke of 'a tyrant dty’. 

In reacting against Athens in particular and apinst Hellenism in 
general, I am also exercising my human right of self-defence. Consider¬ 
ing that my formal education Im been an Hellenic one deriving from the 
renaissance of Hellenism in fifteenth-century Italy, I should be a lost 
soul if I allowed myself to be completely captivated by the double spell 
of Hellenism and Hellenism’s Italian renaissance. I must react against 
this if I am not to succumb to it. But, in thus fighting for my intellectual 
independence, I am at the same time showing bla«^ ingratitude. I am 
remorsefully aware that my debt to the Italian renaissance and to Hel¬ 
lenism is immeasurable. The only extenuating circumstance that I can 
plead is that, after I have thoroughly seen through them both, and have 
thought and written the worst about them, I find myself still loving and 
admiring them as much as ever. 

Sir Ernest also demurs’ to my calling institutions* 'slums’. I think 
they really do deserve the name, considering the contrast that they pre¬ 
sent, in point of moral standards, to human relations of the intimate 
kind. Sir Ernest attended many more committee meetings in his life 
than I ever have; and I am sure that, as a conunitteeman, he recognized an 
experience of which I am conscious. As committeemen w'e accept, and 
even propose, enormities that we would never commit as human beings. 
On committees we behave more callously, meanly, and irresponsibly 
than we behave as individuals; and, in this ugly feature, committees are 
characteristic of all institutions.* This seems an inevitable consequence 
of the nature of institutions and of their purpose. Institutions are con¬ 
trivances for establishing and maintaining co-operation between human 
beings beyond the range within which co-operation arises spontaneously 

> In Toy^i4t and History, p. 96. 

* A de^don of the tenn 'mitttudons' hu been offered on pp. 368-71. 

s See p. 370. 
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from direct personal intercourse. Institutions are indispensable for 
civilization because the maximum number of human beings with which 
any one of us can be in a personal relation is small compared with the 
minimum number that must be induced or constrained to co-operate for 
technological, economic, political, and religious purposes if co-operation 
is to be on a large enough scale to produce the surplus of time and energy 
that is civilization’s mainspring.’ But this indispensable institutional co¬ 
operation inevitably has its price. By definition, institutional relations 
are impersonal relations; and, as soon as human relations become im¬ 
personal, they lose the principal safeguards of which personal relations 
have the benefit within their narrow circle. So long as one is in personal 
touch with another human being, one may love him; and 'it’s love that 
makes the World go round’. Alternatively, of course, one may hate him; 
but, even if one does hate someone with whom one is in personal touch, 
one can never completely repudiate one’s responsibility towards him, or 
completely bring oneself to treat him as if he were not human, so long 
as one’s personal contact with him continues. Domestic slaves, for 
example, have never been treated so badly as slaves on plantations, down 
mines, or in factories.^ Social life on the institutional level lacks the 
saving grace that a personal relation carries with it; and in this sense 
institutions are truly alums, I should say. 

Of course slums can be cleaned or even cleared; and this is one of the 
calls to a holy life that have been made upon human nature by the 
higher religions. This is the meaning, in social terms, of their gospel of 
the brotherhood of Man. All men, they proclaim, are brothers in virtue 
of a spiritual bond which, in their view, links each human soul with an 
absolute spiritual Reality. The Absolute makes this bond possible by 
presenting Itself to Man in the likeness of a personality. Different 
glimpses of the supreme Reality in this aspect of Its nature are caught 
from different angles. It may be seen as a god who feels and acts like a 
father towards the beings who owe their existence to Him as their 
creator. Or it may be seen as a being who loves His fellow beings so 
much that He sacrifices Himself for &eir sake. He may sacrifice Him¬ 
self, as Christ does in Saint Paul’s paean in praise of Him, by emptying 
Himself of power and glory; or He may sacrifice Himself, as a bodhi- 
sattva does in a Mahayanian Buddhist’s conception, by forbearing to 
empty Himself of the pains and sorrows of sensuous life. In both con¬ 
ceptions the sacrifice is thought of as going to the uttermost extreme; 
and, in both, one part of its redemptive purpose is to redeem human 
beings from their institutional slum-life. 

However, Sir Ernest feels that, for describing institutions, ‘slums’ is 
too offensive a label. So, in deference to him, I herewith withdraw it, 
and substitute the innocuous label ‘public utilities’. So long as institu¬ 
tions are conducted as ‘public utilities’ bona fide—are conducted, that is 
to say, impersonally and unemotionally—^it would be captious to quarrel 
with them on principle, though it would also be unrealistic ever to relax 
the eternal vigilance which done can prevent even the best regulated 
institutions from generating unintended inhuman effects. Unfortunately, 

1 ThU point hu been made on p. 370. > See p. 308, footnote 2. 
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human nature is not content to be impersonal, even in spheres of life in 
which impersonalness is in place. Our irrepressible self-centredness is 
always seeking for new worlds to conquer, and the institutional world 
offers an irresistibly inviting opportunity for. aggr^dizcment to sclf- 
centredness in the formidable collective form in which the first person 
swells from the singular number into the plural. Time and again, institu¬ 
tions have been captured by collective self-centredness and have been 
used by it to serve its anti-social and anti-human ends. In the specious 
name of loyalty to institutions the happiness, welfare, and life of millions 
of men, women, and children have li^n sacrificed again and again—and 
this without the victims’ leave being asked, when they have not been 
induced to throw themselves voluntarily under the wheels of Jugger¬ 
naut’s car. If Sir Ernest does not take care, he will lure me into asking 
him to agree with me that, if we are not to call institutions ‘slums’, we 
shall have to call them ‘molochs*. When the votaries of an institution 
proclaim that it is something unique and that it must be idolized accord¬ 
ingly, they are serving a warning on us that they have converted a public 
utility into a public nuisance. 

1 cannot conclude this chapter without touching on the direst of all 
the many forms of the pretension to uniqueness that the saving virtue of 
irreverence has to combat Self-centredness reveals itself nakedly in the 
arch-sin of pride and human pride culminates in the assumption that 
Man is the highest spiritual reality that exists. Irreverence in the face of 
hybris is a reaction that is not just my personal idiosyncrasy. The Hel¬ 
lenic and the Jevvish attitude to life agree in reacting to hybris with 
abhorrence, llie lesson that hybris leads inexorably and deservedly to 
catastrophe is proclaimed unceasingly in the New Testament as well as in 
the Old Testament and in the corpus of Hellenic poetry. If I myself 
stand convicted of hybris, as some of my critics hold that I do,* I 
acknowledge that I am a fair target for the retributive thunderbolt. 

* S«e pp. 580-x. 

> See j>. 6^ Mumford charge* me with the sin of pride for fancying that, in my 
acbcme for the comparative study of civilizatioos, I have a complete explanation of 
human affairs in my bag. I do not, he objects, make enoiuh allowance for what is non- 
repctidve and unique ( 2 )iog«Hts, Spring, 1956, p. 25). E. E. Y. Hales’judgement is that 
*it is necessary to sav thst he is mislttding in treatiAg hi* views about the births of 
civilixatiofu as though they were lews arrived at by empirical analysis, and he is even 
more misleadirtg in wridng about the present and the future in the same sort of terms. 
This is where he himself yields to that aame sin of /ryArtr of which he is so conscious in 
history* {Hittory Today, May, i 9 S?> P- T. R. Eyvel obaerves that, ‘throughout the 
Studpi, Mr. Toynbee inveigbs agatnat the serue of hubris, of catcessive pride, God-like 
ambition, which be attributes to a whole succession of characters in history. But to 
attempt a aecular interpretation of history which should show the f^^ty of the present 
crisis, which should tally with Professor Toynbee's Christiao outlow, and which 
should show whst is Britain’s correct foreim tod^r—'Wasn’t there*, Fyvel asks, 

*s touch of hubris about the undertakingr (TAs T^ibuns, 2tst March, 1947). M. A. 
Pitxstmoos finds thst, 'in view of the boldness of his enterprise, the mode^ of his 
description of it is not convincing. After sU, Toynbee has tried--with success, so he 
believes—to read the design of Gm. Yet be refuses to accept the literal and exdusive 
truth of the teaching of a particular higher religion’ (TAs Rsntsw of Politia, vol. 19, 
No. 4 (October, 1957), pp. 544-53). C. B. Jojmt b the most severe. 'Toynbee really 
pretends to nve an estimate of the total significance of the historical process, thus 
supplying inaifect evidence of the danger* of the hubris he castigates so strongly, ror to 
give an estimate of the totsi significarice of the historical process is to pretend to the 
attributes of a transcendent mmd. Pride could hardly carry anyone ftirmer than that’ 
(TAs Australasim yourual of PAiiwopAy, voL 34. No. 3 (December, 1956), p. aos). 

In considering these ehsrges I find myseli drawing distinctions bemeen them. I do 
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Hybris is a sin that is not peculiar to human beings. It is the besetting 
sin of everything that has life in it, and a living god is not made immune 
against it by his divinity. When God empties Himself of His power and 
glory for His creatures’ sake, He moves us, by the magnetic attraction of 
His love, to respond to Him with an answering love and with the added 
gratitude and adoration that the divine>human encounter evokes in the 
infinitely weaker of the two parties to it when the infinitely stronger 
party lays His strength aside. But God, when seen by Man in Man’s own 
likeness, can present a maleRc vision as well as a beatific one. If it pleases 
Him to take tyrannous advantage of His almighty power, instead of self- 
sacrificingly divesting Himself of it. He may thunder at Israel from 
Sinai or browbeat Job from the whirlwind or miake Arjuna’s hair stand on 
end at the horror of his gnashing teeth and flaming jaws, or lower 
gloomily, like Blake’s Urizen, over a prostrate human race. 

If God presents Himself, or is presented, in this odious epiphany as 
a superhuman ndUs gloriosuSy irreverence is surely Man’s proper re¬ 
action, and defiance ^ proper retort In the last scene in the Book of 
Job the human hero is presented in as unflattering a posture as the divine 
villain of the piece. He penitently grovels in dust and ashes under the 
menace of a divine omnipotence that is aggressively unrepentant and 
unabashed. It would have become Job better if, instead, he had replied 
in kind like Ajax. If he had, then, no doubt, he would have forfeited his 
consolation prizes, and per^ps his life as well; but he would have saved 
his human dignity. How could he bring himself to accept a second batch 
of children as an adequate compensation for the first batch that Yahweh 
had given Satan permission to do to death? Human souls are not 
standardized interchangeable commodities like coins or crocks. The 
human reply that wins my respect and allegiance is not Job’s; it is 
Epicurus’s. 

Humana ante oculos foede cum vita iaceret 
in terris oppressa gravi sub religione 
quae caput a caeli regionibus ostendebat 
horribili super aspectu mortalibus instans, 
primum G^ua homo mortalis tollere contra 
est oculos ausus primusque obsistere contra; 

not think it u preaumptuous to try to take ■ comprehensive view of human affairs. 
There are, I thmk (aa I have argued in Chapter V), some questions that can be asked 
only in these comprehenaive terms and that nevertheless need asking—not least in the 
present chapter of human history. What would be hybris here would M to imagine that 
one's own particular attempt at a comprehensive view was complete and definitive, 
and that one's own questions and own answers to these were the last word. It would 
alto be hybris to imagine that, if a human mind could give an account of human affairs 
which really was the last word in terms of human reason, this achievement would 
be Alpha and Omen. Even if human reason were to go as far as it is capable of Ming, 
and tois without falUng into error at any point, it would stall have to reckon wim the 
unfathomable residue of Reality that it would iMve failed to catch in the meshes of its 
analytic and classificatory mental net. 

In die original plan of my work I was perhsps guilty of the hybris that Mumford im¬ 
putes to me. I have admit^ this at an earlier point in the present volume (see p. 85, 
footnote 1) and have pleaded in extenuation tlut I changed my plan when, in trying 
to carry it out, I discovered its limitations. I then went over &om a rationalist approach 
to a 'trans-rationalist' one. This is. to my mind, the necessary consequence of taking 
Mumford's criticism to heart and acting 00 it. But to judge by bis accompanying crittciam 
of me on the score of excessive otber-worldliness, this return of mine towam religion is 
not the reorientation that be was intending to recommend. 
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quern neque fama deum nec fulmina ncc minitanti 
imirmure compressit coelum, acd eo magis acrem 
initat animt virtutem.* 

This is the limit to which human audacity can go. The devout poet, in 
the fervour of his anti-religious feith, feels sure that the saviour-philo¬ 
sopher has won a decisive victory, not only for himself, but also for all 
his fellow men. ‘Ergo vivida vis animi pervicit.** Others may not share 
Lucretius’s confidence in the invincibility of the human mind’s moral 
and intellectual prowess. But, when God is presented to me in the un¬ 
edifying counter-transfiguration in which Arjuna is rcp>orted to have 
beheld Him for an instant, I take my stand at Epicurus’s side. 

(ii) Disregard for Scholarfy Caution^ 

Caution is, in the abstract, a morally neutral attitude; but, in the 
abstract, it is also a meaningless term. It is an attitude that implies en¬ 
gagement in action of some kind; and, according to what kind it is, 
caution is either a virtue or a vice. In a surgeon, pUot, driver, or signal¬ 
man, disregard for caution would, of course, be a crime. A practitioner 
of any of these professions has other peoples’ lives in his hands to save or 
lose; and, if he were to throw lives away through being incautious, that 
would be unpardonable. In professions such as these a mistake, once 
made, may be irreparable; and itmay have irreparable consequences, too, 
for the other people concerned. A scholar, however, is not in this grim 
position. Mistakes made by him will not put any life in jeopardy, not 
even his own. And his mistakes are certain to be repaired for him before 
he has time to repair them himself. They will be repaired by his critics. 
These will sw'oop down on his published work like kites, and with kites’ 
eyes for the we^ points in it. So the scholar has nothing to lose, either 
for other people or for himself, except his own personal reputation for 
scholarliness. 

A reputation for scholarliness is expendable, and it is a scholar’s duty 
to risk it. If the scholar adopts the surgeon’s, pilot’s, driver’s, and 
signalman’s cautionary maxim ‘safety first’, caution, in him, will be a 
vice. It will be a vice, in him, for two reasons. In a scholar, who has 
nothing but his reputation to lose, caution will be a self-regarding 
attitude; and schol^hip is, or should be, an impersonal co-operative 
enterprise. In the second place, this self-regarding attitude will be 
inimical to the fulfilment of what is scholarship’s purpose. Its purpose is 
the advancement of knowledge and understanding, and this is best served 
by an attitude that is undiplomatic. 

> Lucretius: Dt Rtrum Natural Book I, U. 63-70. ‘When human life was con- 
ipicuouily and ahame^iUv prottrate, enuhed under the weight of Religion, whi^ waa 
(Daplaying its head from the heavena above and waa lowering over mor^ with a fearful 
countenance, a Greek human hero waa the fint to look the monater in the ^e. and the 
firat eo resist her. Noclung could cow him: not the gods’ prestige, not thunderbolts nor 
heaven with iea menacing rumble. Theee threats stmulated his piercing mind to deeds 
of all the greater prowesa.’ 

> Op. cit., Boole 1 , 1 .73. Therefore the vital force of his mind won through’ (I cannot 
find English words to r^roduce the alliteration of Latin). 

» ’Over-CBudousnew is not one of Toynbee’s def^‘ (The Rev. E. R. Hardy Jr. in 
Tht JnUnt ^ ToyTA€€'t Hittory: A Cooperoxh;* Appraisal), 
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Intellectual progress is achieved by the ‘heuristic’ method* of trial and 
error and the dialectical method of ^esis and antithesis, exposition and 
criticism.^ Its procedure is a continual debate, and this is perpetually 
producing results of two sorts: provisional answers to some of the 
questions that have already been subjects of discussion, and approaches 
to new questions that the course of ^e discussion has brought to light. 
An answer is never more than provisional, even when there is a 
momentary consensus in its favour. At any time it may be upset 
by fresh advances in understanding or in knowledge, and then the old 
question will become a new one again.^ As for the new questions, they 
may eventually be answered provisionally or may be judged to be un¬ 
answerable in their original terms, and therefore perhaps to have been 
wrongly formulated. So long as this intellectual activity continues, fresh 
advances in understanding and knowledge may be made; but activity is 

I See pp. 4t‘'4S- 

> Several critics have recognized that the dialectical xnetbod is the method that I follow. 
Sir Maurice Powicke, for instance, says of my work that ‘it will endure, not because 
it will or should win general agreement, but because it is the best existing: discussion— 
not an explanation to be accepted or rejected' (TAe Manehtsttr Guardian, 39th Sep¬ 
tember. 1939). 

At least four critica Qohn Stracbey, Owen Lattimore, Lewis Mumford, and A. R. 
Bum) have pointed out that I am at one with Marx and Engels in seeing in the dialectical 
process not only the most fruitful method of gaining increases in knoiriepd^ and under¬ 
standing, but also one of the fundamental rhythms in the movement of human affair*, 
and pe^ps in the movement of the whole phenomenal universe. I scknowlet^ this 
intellectual affinity, andean see how it has come about. Though I am Marx's and £ngels' 
junior by several generations and have a high respect for their intellectual powers as 
far as I am acquainted with their worl^ I have to confess that I am as ill-read in them 
as I am in Tarde, Pareto, Durkheim, Geddes, and other outstanding intellectual lights 
of whom I have been convicted by my critics of being ignorant. I did not get my vision 
of a dialectical universe from Marx and Engels; I got it from a source to which their 
philosophy, too, can be traced back. In fact. I got it from the Old Testament. This is, 
of course, one of the fountain-heads of Western thought, and the theme that run* 
through, and binds together, this otherwise rather heterogeneous coUection of Israelite 
and Jewish books is a constantly recurring dialectic of encounters between a series of 
human beings and God. 

Strachey has drawn attention, in an unpublished critique of my work, to this Biblical 

6 re-established harmony of mine with Marx and Engels (and, of course, tlto with other 
ibiical-mtnded tUnkers). Lattimore, in TAe Atlantic Monthly, April, 1948, p. 105, 
notices that ‘to a st^risiog extent many of Toynbee's intellectual device* for measuring 
iMth growth and disintegration, such as the dominant minority, the internal and external 
proletariat, witbdrawal-and-retum, the impact of new forces on old institudona, "schism 
In the soul", or alternative active and passive substitutes for old ways of behaviour, and in 
general his concept of the relation between society and the looividual, are markedly 
dialectical—quite as dialectical a* Marxism, though his trend towards religious mysticism 
is utterly un-Marxist.' 

Mumford observes, in T/u Note Republic, 27th November, i 935 > P> 64, that 'Toynbee 
is conscious of some inner rhythm chat may abet the process [of cnange].... In granting 
the possibility of such a rhythm, T<^bee is on the side of Marx and a^ntt most of the 
empirical historians. Surprisingly, Toynbee does not mention Hegel, Marx, or EngeU, 
or, for that matter, Emerson, m connexion with this rlmhmic interpretation, although 
he openly derives pm of his terminology from Marx. But the fact u that Marx ... is 
Ti^bee^s true spiritual progenitor.’ 

Bum suggests, in History, February-October, 1956, p. 12, that Toynbee 'never 
appears to have realised, even now, . . . that in Marxism his formula of "challeoM and 
response" is anticipated and made the basts of a very fruitful historical theory, mat ot 
the "dialeetkal" interplay of individual wilb with social, and eapcciaUy economic, 
circumstances'. I do not know what evidence Bum thinks Iw has for accusing me of this 
particular piece of ignorance. This time I do not plead miilty. 

* 'The relation of history and the human mind woultf. . . appear to be dialectual in 
the tense that they constantly act and react upon one another, producing fresh insighu 
into the relatioiu between facts’ (C. B. Joynt in The Australasim Joumm of Philotophy, 
December, 1956, p. 198). 

B 8822 
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dependent on atmosphere. The psychological atmosphere in which 
intellectual activity flourishes is one, not of cautious reserve, but of 
eagerness to explore the f>ossibilities of unknown ground and readiness 
to take whatever risks may be entailed. In fact, the virtue that makes a 
good scholar is the opposite of the virtue that makes a good diplomatist 
or a good practitioner of one of the dangerous trades. It is more like the 
virtue that is required for business enterprise. 

Tills last comparison should put the scholar on his guard against 
some of the vices that dog his virtue’s heels. In the economic field an 
entrepreneur will be giving himself no chance of winning successes if he 
shrinks from taking nsks; but he will also be courting failure if the risks 
that he takes are ill-considered. The more adventurous he dares to be, the 
more important it becomes for him to be careful and precise, and, a^ve 
all, to exercise good judgement. This is an example that the scholar 
should take to heart. His duty to disregard caution is not a licence for 
bad judgement, superflciality, and inaccuracy. It is true that, if he does 
display these faults, this will double or treble the fire-power of the 
criticism that he will draw; and to draw criticism is his objective in 
putting a case, if it is true that the procedure of scholarship is the give- 
and-tue of a debate. But, in provoking by sinning, he will be causing 
a wasteful expenditure of ammunition on unprofitable targets. And to 
sin deliberately, in order that criticism may abound, is as wrong-headed 
as it is to do this in order that grace may. It is also more wanton, since 
criticism, unlike grace, is sure to abound anyway; its economics are, 
indeed, those of abundance. 

So a scholar must not expect that, if he shows a dutiful and valiant 
disregard for caution, this will earn him a free pardon for bad judgement 
and low standards of workmanship. These faults will still be the grave 
faults that they are. He is unlikely to be free from them altogether. In so 
far as he falls into them, perhaps he may hope to be half forgiven if he 
makes atonement by exercising a virtue that, in a scholar, is an even 
greater one than adventurousness. 

In deliberately disregarding caution a scholar is not merely exposing 
himself to criticism; he is inviting it; and in doing so he is implicitly 
taking upon himself a moral obligation to respond in a constructive way to 
this criticism when it comes. If he succeeds in doing this, his initial dis¬ 
regard for caution may justify itself in retrospect If he breaks down at 
this point, he will be convicted of having taken a course that he could not 
stay. So it is a counsel of enlightened self-interest, as well as a point of 
honour, for him to try to rise to the occasion. His implicit obligation, in 
the face of his critics, is a diffioilt and exacting one. However sharp the 
stings and stabs may be, he must not let them cut him to the heart. He 
must not wince and shrivel up. He must not turn surly and miilish. He 
will be his own worst enemy—a far worse one than the most malicious 
critic imaginable—if he mutters: ‘what I have written I have written’ 
and then spends the rest of his working life in trying to defend his past 
positions just because he happens to have adopted them once upon a 
time. The constructive response to criticism lies in proflting by it for the 
impersonal purFK}se of promoting the advancement of understanding 
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and knowledge. One must take the criticism to heart as a stimulus for 
thinking again. One must consider whether the encounter between 
theses and antitheses may not open the way for making some provisional 
syntheses and for propounding some new problems. 

This enterprise calls, in its turn, for certain psychological attitudes 
and qualities: in the first place, for good humour, but still more, perhaps, 
for a sanguine temperament and mr an insatiable zest. Other peoples’ 
critiques of one’s work make {experto crede) a low intellectual diet. 
When they are numerous and voluminous, the long task of studying 
them has the depressing effect of taking daily doses of weed-killer. The 
killing of the weeds is a salutary operation, however disagreeable it may 
be. But one would be paying for this benefit too dearly if one allowed the 
poison to kill the vegetables too. One would be allowing one’s cabbage- 
patch to be reduced to a desert. A scholar who has made himself a target 
for criticism can guard himself against letting it have this devastating 
effect if he can manage to regard his critics as being his benefactors, even 
when they do not mean to be, and as being his fellow workers in the 
common cause of the advancement of understanding and knowledge, 
even when this is not their immediate aim. Private intellectual enterprise, 
unlike private economic enterprise, lives by co-operation, not by com¬ 
petition. 

I will now put some of my critics in the witness-box. Their evidence 
may throw light on the questions how far I myself have lived up to the 
virtues that I have just been demanding in a scholar, and how far I have 
been guilty of the vices that I have been condemning in him. 

Several critics have pronounced that my work is a contribution to¬ 
wards keeping thought moving, whatever else it may be or not be. Some 
critics describe it as being stimulating,* others as being provocative.* 
Discounting the differences between these critics’ approaches, I think they 
are saying me same thing in different words.* Spate, for instance, allows^ 
that orthodox-minded scholars will find in my work ‘an irritant stimulus 
to re-thinking their own postulates’. Leddy sees in me* ‘the Oxford don 
seeking to stimulate rather than to instruct’.^ Taylor finds’ that 'the 
stimulus is to criticism and contradiction, not to acceptance’. Dyason 
describes my work as ‘a spur and a warning’.^ Anderle^ weighs some 
‘pros’ and ‘cons’: 

‘Much of what Toynbee has set out to do will certainly prove to be 
impracticable, and the system as a whole will hardly maintain itself in its 
present form. However, unless all appearances are deceptive, a great deal 

* e.g. R. K. Merton in Tfu Amtricatt Joumal of Soeiolo^y, vol. xlvii, No. 2 (Sep- 
temlMr, 1941), p. 213, and P. Geyl in Toyritt* and HUtory, p. 65. ‘CouJd we but \t,y 
•side hu tyatenv. G^l here remarks, *we could find in his anuyses and parallels, in hia 
inte^retations and even in his terminoloj^, ao much to stimulate thought and to activate 
the imagination!’ * e.g. E. E. Y. Hues in History Today, Msy, 1955, P* SSJ. 

> Both words are used by A. N. Holcombe in Tht Amtriean PMtUal Scients Pivitvi, 
December, >955, p- tisi. * In Toynbet and History, p. 304. 

* In Th« Pnoomt, vcm. ii. No. 4 (i957)> p- >40. 

* Something has gone wrong here. It is true that I have been an Oxford don, but I 
was one for little more then two years, and those as long ago as 1913-15. 

^ In Toynbto and History, p. 121. 

* E. C. Oyuon in Tho Australian Outlook, Msrch, 1949, p. 59. 

* In an unpublished paper. 
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of it will turn out to be fruitful as well as stimulating (anregend). . . . No 
theory is definitive. Every theory is provisional only. A theory will have 
yielded the beat perfonnance of which it is capable if it has kept going the 
flow of research. Toynbee’s Study does more than that: it opens up an 
entirely new view of history.* 

Taylor concedes* that I have asked some of the right questions, even 
though I have almost invariably given the wrong answers to them. 
Postan finds* that I have 'all the questionk in the world to ask, but no 
patch on which even a single satisfactory answer can be raised’. Zahn 
points out* that 'comprehension (Erkermims) sometimes consists in just 
a correct understanding {VersUken) of questions that are unanswerable*. 

H6vcr finds* that I have introduced a new scale of values ; Schuman* 
that the completion of the first ten volumes of the present book ‘opens 
a wholly new chapter in Man’s endless quest to comprehend the mean¬ 
ing of human experience’; Holbom* that it 'opens entirely new vistas of 
history'; a reviewer in tIu Economist that it 'has opened doors which 
were previously closed*. Mumford finds* that the questions that I ask 
open up new ground; and, in another critique,* his conclusion is: 'This 
Stu^ of History, then, is not a termintis, but a starting point, from 
whi^ the roads radiate in many directions.' 

Mumford’s conclusion is not Bagby’s. Bagby pronounces** that 

'Toynbee has done a great disservice to the comparative study of 
civiliaatioos and tended to bring discredit on the whole enterprise by 
imdertaking his investigations in so ill-conceived and unscientific a man¬ 
ner. He represents, even in comparison with Spengler, a step backwards 
towards the pre-scxentific moralising philosophy of history; as the apoca¬ 
lyptic visions in the later volumes show, he is primarily a prophet—a 
prophet disguised as a "modem Western student of history*'.’ 

Here we are back in a controversy that has been touched on in this 
volume in Chapter III. What is to be made of ethics and religion in a 
study of human affairs ? Is it possible to find common intellectu^ ground 
between rationalists and people who bold that there are things which 
cannot be ignored by any student of human affairs yet which alro cannot 
be dealt with adequately If one tries to do it with the human reason’s 
tools solely? As I have discussed these questions already, I need not 
reopen them here.** 

* In ToyR^M and HisUny, p. xat. 

* In Th$ Soeiolomieal Rniav, vol. xxviii (1936), p. 63. 

* In Toynbtt imd dot PrdbUm der GttJtuht*, o. 13. 

'* Otto HSver in ■ typ«ocript paper, of idikh u kudly tent me t copy, with the title: 
'Betrachtungra (iber Arnold J. Toynbees Deutitne dee Menachengcachens’. See also 
the tsme writer's ‘BtichfQhiung und BUsnz der Weltg^chichte in Never Sicht: zu 
A. Toynbeea Deutung dea FiOKxeitlicbcn Menscbengeschehens', in the ZtiUdirift /Or 
RtHgiom- und Ctut4^g4t<MuSit«, Jahmoc 3, Heft 3 (1949/50), pp. 247-59. 

a P. L. Sebuman in Tfu Norioikoth November, 1954. 

* H. Holbom in Tht Saturday Rtvitxo Liuratare, 31st May, 194?, p. 19. 

’ Tfte Beonemitt. 6th November, 1954. • In Toynb*a end aiiUny, p. 141. 

* In DiMttm, No. 13 (Spring, 1956), p. 38. 

*a In CuSun and p. tSi. 

Soon after I had written these words the sad news of Bagby's death at the age of 
forty on aoth September, 1958, was announced in Tli* Taut on the same day (3rd 
October, 1958) on which a review of his book Ctdtia* end History was published In Tk* 
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Other critics have anticipated me, as was to be expected, in convicting 
me of faults that, in the present chapter, I have just been condemning in 
myself and in any other scholar who may have been guilty of them. 
Anderle, for instance, who certainly has no bias against me or my work, 
judges’ that my critics are right in holding that my work does not come 
up to certain scholarly standards, and he justly adds that I cannot be 
exempted from being judged by these standards. I have been guilty, for 
instance, of inconsistencies, and of outright contradictions.* In a paper 
on the historical validity of my approach to the universal churches* the 
Reverend £. R. Hardy Jr. finds that my knowledge in this field is largely 
on the handbook levd, only in some places on the level of the scholar 
who consults original sources, and only in the case of Christianity on the 
level of the practising believer. Den Boer pronounces* that ‘Toynbee 
constructs and . . . does it haphazardly’. And Weil makes the same 
criticism in more gracious language.* ‘At times’, as Weil puts it, ‘the 
constructive artist in him triumphs . . . over ^e carefully weighing 
historian.’ He concludes^ that my terms fail to provide a stable frame¬ 
work for the motley events of Imtory. To Gurian’s eyes’ ‘the funda¬ 
mental concepts appear as very thin’, and ‘they are means of subjective 
classification’. Shinn finds that my work ‘is least convincing in its 
systematization’.^ ‘Never’, in Hook’s experience, ‘has such an imposing 
architectonic synthesis rested on such spindly theoretical foundations.’^ 
‘Doubts arise’ in Burn’s mind when he 'comes to consider the plan and 
execution of the work as a whole’.’® A reviewer in The Listener'* finds the 
length and the relative irrelevance of some of my annexes aggravating in 
‘an already dangerously elaborated and burdened work’. Ral^ suggests’* 
that ‘perhaps the enduring value of the Study will be found not in his 
schema . . . but in his defence of liberal human values and his incisive 
observations in passing’. In Tawney’s judgement’* 'the frame is less 
important than the picture, and the plan of the book than the discussion 

Timtt Liurary This has been s grtst and unexpected loss for the sjrstetxutic 

study of human anairs. Bagbjr had a very clear mind as well as a able one, and, in 
the years that would have lain before him in the normal expectation of life, ha mijcht 
have achieved the further results of which his published proleMmena gave pronuse. 
I have a much higher opinion of his work than be had of mine. If I had died at Bagby's 

age, I should have left behind me nothing of the present book beyond my manuaenpt 

notea for the first ten volumes. > In op. di. 

* In the same unpublished paper, Anderlegivea a list of contradictions pointed out by 
other critics, etpeci^y HampI and Gurian. These caimot be condoned, tnd they would 
be even more reprehensible than theyue if, in the wri^g of this book, 1 had bad ^e 
benefit of the ‘well-organized filiiw cabinets and industrious research stans' with which 
W. Gurian credita me twice in nve pages (see 7%« Rfvitta «/ Politia, vol. 4, No. 4, 

pp. 509 and 514). W. F. Albright, too, assumes that 1 have been provided with ‘a 
staff of research assistants and secretaries’ (fVom The Stane Age to Chrutiamty, 2nd ed., 
p. 96). These ministering legions of mine are creatures of Gurian’s and Albright’s 
imagination. 

) In The Intent of Toynbee't J!futor>>.‘ A Cooperative Appraisal. 

* In T^miee ana History, p. 223. 

> Ibid., p. 282. * Ibid., p. 286. 

7 See The Revieto of Polities, vol. 4, No. 4 (October, 1942). p. 5x1. 

* R. L. Shinn: Christianity and the ProUem History, p. 24X. 

9 A. S. Hook in The Partisan Revioso, June, 1948, p. 691. 

><* A. R. Bum in History, Febniary-October, 1956, p. x. 
x< The Listener, X9th October, X939. 

>s P. L. Ralph in The Saturday Review, i6th October, 1954, p. 20. 

>x R. H. 'Tswney in International Affairs, November, X939, p. 801. 
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which filis it’. Kohn, too, finds^ that my treatment of details is a more 
important feature of my work than the general framework in which I try 
to place them. On the other hand, 0 . Lattimorc* and K. W. Thompson^ 
say, in identical words, that the ‘architectural design’ is much better than 
the ‘building material’. When these criticisms are put together, both the 
content and the form of my work (X)me out badly. 

Other strictures are still more searching. Spate* castigates my thought 
for a recklessness that is exhibited in my use of analogy.* As Samuel sees 
me,* ‘he pursues any promising hint, no matter where it leads’. I should 
guess that this is what Kaufmann, too, has in mind when he says of me^ 
that he ‘lacks the conscience of the sound historian’. This is serious, if it 
is true of me, as Sir Ernest Barker thinks it is,’ that his ‘judgment is not 
equal to his knowledge’. Barker’s opinion on this important point is sup¬ 
ported by an identi^ one of Gurian’s, who wonders at finding in him¬ 
self‘this strange combination of respect for the immense erudition of the 
author and regret for the absence of balance in his judgment’.^ Macrae 
does not believe that the wealth of information that I have harvested 
from the past 'is in any way equalled by the understanding that’ I 
attempt ‘to give of human destiny’.*^ My case begins to look almost hope¬ 
less if Vogt and Hourani are right in convicting me of arbitrariness and 
dogmatism too.*' However, Guerard finds'^ that, ‘in his boldest attempts, 
the British scholar'—^i.c. Toynbee, in contrast to Spengler—‘remains an 
empiricist, a Baconian’. Engel-Janosi, too, points out that I reject 
Spengler’s determinism, and he finds that, by comparison with this great 
man, at any rate, I am tentative in my attitude.** Anderle, too, comes m 
my rescue here. He points out** that most of my critics have ignored my 
own explicit recognition that all historical work is alurays provisional, 
never definitive. 

In recognizing this I have anticipated Caillois’ forecast that my work 
will be superseded.** This judgement of his is shown by the context not 
to be intended to be condemnatory. Anyway, I concur in it enthusiastic¬ 
ally, and venture to add that, as I see it, the quicker my work is super¬ 
seded, the more successful it will have proved to be, since this will ^ve 
given the measure of the stimulatine—or provocative—effect that it will 
have had; and success, for a work 01 scholarship, has, to my mind, to be 
gauged in these terms. If Spate is right in scheduling it*’ as a house built 
on the sands, my comment on this is that, before the flood comes down 


> Ib Toynhet and History, p. 358. 

* Oweo Lsttiinore in Tm Atuotue Monthly, April, 1948, p. xos- 
1 In Tht FoHtieat Seitnet Otsarterh, Septem^r. tBc6. p. 367. 

* In Toyn^ and History, p. 303. 

* Tht* critietsm h*s bera citwT «!re«djr in * di*cusiioa of the uiee of antlogji' on 
pp. 30-41. 

* M. Sunuel: Tht Profttsor artd tht PottQ, p. 138. 

r In Toynbet and History, p. 306. « See ibid., p. 9a. 

* W. Gunao in The RevUso of Polities, October, 1942, p. 508. 

388. 

U P. En^l'Janosi in Wissenseh^t und Weitbild, a. jihrgugTHeft 4 (October, 1949), 
pp. a67Mda6s. u In op. cit. 

R. CaiUou in Dioetnes, Spring, 1956, p. t. 

** In ToytAtt and History, p. 304. 
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and the temporary structure falls, the rebuilding programme will already 
have become overdue. When the spate has come and gone, the site will be 
clear for the erection of a rather more up-to-date temporary structure in 
place of mine—pending the next flood, the next clearance, the next re¬ 
building, and so on in saecula saeculorum. If Morgenthau is right in call¬ 
ing my work an ‘Icarean effort’,' my comment is that Icarus’s crash was 
a tragedy, if it was one, for nobody but himself. When Icarus crashed, 
his more competent father Daedalus made a happy landing. And, in con¬ 
sequence, the experience of flying is today within the reach of any man, 
woman, or child, provided that the necessary money is forthcoming for 
buying the ticket. Today anyone can fly thanks to the adventurousness 
of the pioneers. Also, even today, travelling by air is still something of an 
adventure for the passenger; for though he can be sure that the pilot will 
put safety first, he cannot, even so, be quite sure that he is going to come 
down alive, when once he is up aloft. 

Other critics who share Spate’s and Morgenthau’s opinion that I have 
come to grief have suggested two explanations: 1 have tried to straddle 
the whole of history; and I have tried to straddle both history and 
‘metahistory’^ and have jumbled them up. 

E. R. Curtius has done me the honour of saying that in this book 'we 
are given the whole of history. For the first time, the survey is a complete 
one.’’ With the same generosity, Hans Kohn says of me that a sense of 
unity will be my contribution^ and that ‘he is perhaps the first to attempt 
to write the history of the human race in the genuine meaning of the 
phrase’.’ E. E. Y. Hales says that my work ‘surveys the entire field more 
widely than it has ever before been surveyed’.* In Hales’ view this is 
where my interpretation of history 'has the advantage over all others’. 
On the other hand, Kohn says^ of my work, in the context of the passage 
just quoted, that, 'in its fundamental conception, it is an attempt at the 
impossible, and for this reason it miscarries’. The same point is made by 
H. Marrou. ‘To write’, he says,® *a universal history and, a fortiori, to 
think, as Toynbee does, about the totality of universal history, is an 
undertaking that runs up against a technical impossibility.’ (Marrou 
shows himself as generous as Curtius and Kohn in adding the comment: 
'Toynbee a trop os^, mais I’audace. . . .’)* M. Postan suggests'® that, if 
1 had been a social scientist, I would never have attempted, as I have, 'to 
solve the problems of civilization and society by a frontal attack on the 
massed evidence of all the historical societies’. T. J. G. Locher observes" 
that 

'our age is asking for a total vision, now that the World has grown together 
into so close a unity. This superhuman task is the one at which Toynbee 
has tried his hand—and, in my judgment, he has miscarried in things of 
cardinal importance.’ 

* In ToytAtt and History, p. 199. 

* The meaning of this word hu been examined on pp. 2x7-^. 

* E. R. Curtiu* in Msrkur, a. Jahraang, 4. Heft [Heft to] (1948), p. 528. 

* Toynbts and History, p. * H.Kohnini^3foa<st,Auaust2955,p.469. 

6 History Today, May, 1955, p. 323. » In Der Monat, pag. cit. 

* In E^rit, Juy, 1952, p. 221. * Ibid., p. 222. 

In The Soeiolegieal RAnete, vol. xzviii (2936), pp. 62-63. 

■< In De Gids, May, 2948, offprint, p. 30. quoted already on p. 241. 


648 PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

It will be seen that the point made by Lochcr in the first sentence of 
this passage is the one that I have made in this volume in Chapter V.* In 
the new state of human affairs into which we have been moving in our 
time, a comprehensive study of human ai^rs is being asked for because 
it Im become a crying need, and the intelligent public, all over the 
World, has become alive to tlds. If that is the truth, then it cannot be 
wrong to try to meet this need. Any scholar who ventures out on this 
enterprise w^l at least be showing public spirit, however he fares. If my 
own venture is judged to have miscarried, this is a trivial mishap. No 
one stands to lose by my failure except myself, and the way remains 
clear for any number of others to have their try and, it is to be hoped, to 
fare better. If we are faced here by nothing more serious than one man’s 
failure—due just to his personal inadequacy for carrying out a big task— 
there is no reason for concern. But what if Kohn and Marrou are right ? 
What if this is an enterprise that it is intrinsically impossible to achieve, 
so that my failure is not just my funeral but is also a warning that nobody 
else can be any more successful ? 

If this is the true situation, it is one that is both tragic and comic. It is 
tragic, if true, that the vision for which our age is asking should be un¬ 
attainable. ‘\^erc there is no vision, the people perish.' And we are now 
aware that today mankind is in danger of perishing by committing 
genocide if we cannot learn at last to live as one family. We shall hardly 
be able to make this revolution in human life without the inspiration of 
a new vision. And, if a new vision is unattainable, this is assuredly tragic. 
But it is also comic, if true, that we should be debarred from winning the 
understanding that we need by the abundance of the knowledge that we 
have at our disposal. This sounds too paradoxical to make sense. Yet 
this is, in effect, what Kohn and Marrou are saying. There is now, they 
are telling us, such a plethora of potential knowledge in our library 
stacks and in our filing cabinets that it has ceased to be possible to have 
in our heads any comprehension of its purport. The abundance in our 
larder condemns us to starve. So we must resign ourselves to drifting 
towards catastrophe without a hope of being able to take bearings or 
steer a course. How fortunate, compared to us, were our predecessors in 
the time of Dante and, still more, no doubt, in the time of Bede. Their 
understanding was not clouded, as ours is, by a surfeit of information. 
They could see a vision, and so could find their way in this mysterious 
universe in which we, their too well-informed successors, are now blindly 
floundering. 

When I am asked to believe this, I find that my credulity is not equal 
to it. Human minds in the present-day world show no signs of being 
any less capable of coping with the perennial human situation than they 
were in the Western Middle Ages or in the Age of Neanderthal Man. I 
have no doubt that we shall di^ver how to administer the economics 
of abundance on the intellectual plane as well as on the material one. 
If the enterprise at which I have been trying my hand has miscarried, 

I cannot be acquitted on the plea that this was a superhuman under¬ 
taking and a technical impossibility. The failure is mine, and the blame 

* Se« cspecuQj pp. 140-1. 
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for it is on my head. I do not pretend that I have solved the problem, 
but I also do not agree that it is impossible that it should ever be 
solved.* 

This brings me to the second explanation of the miscarriage that my 
critics report. I have tried to deal with metahistory as well as history, 
and I have confused these two different levels of understanding. Here 
there are two separate indictments which have to be kept distinct, 
because it is possible to be found guilty on the first count without being 
found guilty on the second. In fact, I plead guilty on the first, while on 
the second I plead not guilty. 

I have extended my field of inquiry from history to metahistory 
consciously and deliberately. 1 have noted in Chapter 11 that I began 
my work in this book by trying to give an intelligible comprehensive 
account of history—since the emergence of the species of human 
culture that we call ‘civilization’—in the form of a comparative study of 
all the known societies of this species that either are, or once have been, 
engaged on this enterprise. In the course of my inquiry, however, I 
came to the conclusion that the histories of the ‘Ughcr regions’ could 
not be made intelligible within this conceptual framework, and that I 
must therefore make the experiment of reversing my previous plan of 
operations. I must see whether I could obtain a more intelligible picture 
of history by explaining civilizations in terms of higher religions than 
I had obtained by trying to explain these in terms of civilizations. I had 
already taken note of this new departure at the point in the book at 
which I was making it,* and a number of my critics have also put their 
finger on this inconsistency in my procedure and on the implicit rift in 
my system of thought.* 

Hourani observes, in reviewing the four volumes of the book which 
were published in 1954, that ‘in the last few years Toynbee's view of 
history and of the Universe has changed radically’. ‘On the one hand, 
“civilization” is seen as something ultimate.’ Alternatively, the goal is 
sainthood.^ Anderle observes* that, unlike Spengler, I have a rift in my 
system, and that there are signs in my work of a tension of will and an 
inner conflict. As he sees it, 1 have missed fire in an attempt to produce 
an empirical-scientific morphology of civilizations to take the place of 
Spengler’s artistic-intuitive one. In my eyes (Anderle correctly reports) 
Spengler’s determinism is his Achilles’ heel, and I have made the 
assumption that Man must be free, without realizing how gravely biased 
this point of departure is. 

‘One cannot construct a self-contained “holistic” {ganzheitUcht) 
morphology of civilizations and at the same time interpret the civilizations 
as open processes. Toynbee was not willing either to renounce the first of 
these two objectives or to sacrifice the second. This makes a rift in his 
system and makes it untenable as a whole.* 

> The problem of quantity in the study of human affairs hss been discussed in this 
volume in Cluipter Iv. * See vii. 430-3. 

) See the references on p. 37, footnote 3. See also p. 94, footnote 1, and p. 200, 
footnote 3. 

* A. Hourani in Tht Dublin Rtvitte, vol. 339, No. 470 (December, *9SS). PP- 38?"^ 
and 384-5. * O. F. Anderle m op. cit. 
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I acknowledge this rift, but I do not agree that it makes my system 
untenable. On the contrary, I believe that it would have become un¬ 
tenable if I had tried to escape the rift by making believe that the net 
of human reason has no holes in it- My system, in showing a rift, 
corresponds, I believe, to an inescapable dichotomy, in any human 
mind’s vision of Reality, between uniformities that are intelligible and 
irregularities that are inexplicable because, for all that we can tell, they 
are unique. If we tidy up our mental panorama by drawing a ve:il over 
either of these two elements in it on the plea that we cannot admit their 
coexistence because we cannot sec how they can be mutually com¬ 
patible, we shall be deferring to logic at the cost of giving the lie to 
experience. 

The rift that Anderlc has found in my system has been noticed by 
other critics too. Indeed, they find that the ‘openness’ of my mental 
horizon extends not only to a belief in the freedom of human wills, 
but also to a belief in a spiritual presence beyond the phenomena which 
involves me in a trans-rational extension of roy rational approach to the 
study of human affairs. Savclle, for instance, comments* on my work 
that, 

'when he treats of historic civilizations upon the basis of empirical sources 
(especi^ly in volumes i-vi), his histo^ writing and his empiricism arc 
brilliantly successful. It can be said, indeed, ^at his demonstration of 
natural law in human history—resting, as it does, upon historical evidence 
-~iM very substantially grounded and would be difficult to refute. But in 
his treatment of the “Soul” and the "One True God” he makes a leap of 
faith that a historian insisting upon empirical evidence cannot follow. 
That there is poetry in history, of course, can be agreed. But that there is 
a poetic licence for the historian to soar far beyond his empirically verifi¬ 
able data for the enjoyment of a wholly subjective “beatific vision”, the 
empirical historian could never admit.' 

Sumberg attributes the rift in my work to a fiulure of nerve which he, 
as well as Watnick,* imputes to me. 

Tt seems ftir [Sumberg says] to coi^ecture that [Toynbee] became 
frightened of the vision he was developing in the earlier portions of his 
work, a vision of Man’s endless and repetitive suffering to no purpose.... 
He was driven, therefore, to bring Jesus on the stage as the deus ex machina 
of the drama.’* 

Voegelin observes* that, in the present book, from volume vii onwards, 
the history of religion becomes, for me, history proper, and that I now 
no longer take civilizations as ^ing the intelligible fields of study. He 
correcUy remarks that ‘the plan, as it was conceived on the first existen¬ 
tial level, was retained to cover the studies on the last existential level’, 
and he makes the justified criticism that 'neither has the plan of the first 
level been completed, nor has the last level found an organisational level 
of its own’.* 

In Tht Pedfie Huterieel Review, February, 1956, pp. 55-67. 

* See p. 607, fooutete 4. 

* Sedel Raearth, vol. 14, No. ^ (September, 1947), pp. 167-64. 

* In The Intent cf Teynhet't Hutery: A Cot^erativ* Appraiicl. 

* Voegelin doei me the honour of suggesting thet vob. Txi-x of my book stand to 
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It will be seen that Voegelin criticizes me not, as Anderle does, for 
having changed my plan of operations, but for having failed, so far, to 
construct the new intellectual framework that the new plan requires for 
its execution. This is a charge to which I plead guilty. In volumes vii-x 
of this book I did try to carry out the new plan within the original 
framework. This was a mistake in procedure, and in the present volume 
I am trying to take at least the first step towiirds correcting it. I am 
grateful to Voegelin for his constructive criticism, and still more grate¬ 
ful to him for approving of my unwillingness to remain the prisoner of a 
self-contained system of ideas of my own making, when once I had 
become convinced that, within the limits of this system, I should not 
find myself able to do justice to some of the most important of the 
phenomena that I was studying. After pointing out that the definitions 
which I successively propose have a way of each superseding its pre¬ 
decessors, Voegelin insists that ‘under no circumstances must they be 
pitted against each other by a logic of the external world which ignores 
the logic of existence’. 

The openness of my mental horizon, which Voegelin notices and 
commends, has also been noticed by Baudot. In my view, he points out, 
history is an open road, in contrast to Saint Augustine’s view that its 
course is predetermined.* This is, I think, what Erdmann has in mind 
when he suggests* that the unity of my book is like the unity of an 
expedition or a pilgrimage. 

vob. i-vi in the reUtion in vrhich Saint Auguttine’s Z>« Civitatt D*i stands to Oroitus's 
fJittorui centra Paganos. H. E. fiamet calls me 'Otoslus and Augustine in modem dress’ 
(An Introduction to the llittory of Sociolon, pp. Brinton notea that ‘Saint 

Augustine's City of God^ supplemented by the work of Oroeius, supplied for a medieval 
Christian the psychological equivalent of the time series, charts, and the like which the 
modem mind demands. Some of Toynbee’s most suggestive work‘, he adds, ‘has been 
done in this held. Many of his phrases—“chaUenge>and-response'’, “creative minority", 
“mimesis’’, "rOut*and-rally’*, “Hcrodianism or Zealodsm”, "knock-out-blow’’->-can 
help, used carefully, to do the work of the mere historian’ {The Virgirtian Quarterly 
Rtview, Summer, 19^6. pp. ;36i-7f). 

I have been assoclatea with Saint Augustine by other critics too: for instance, H. 
Baudet: 'Medendaagsch Augtudnisme’ in Historie en Metahxttorie-, M. Savelle in liie 
Pacific Hiitorical Reviete, Pebrtiary, >956. P> S5J '!'• A. Sumberg in Social Research, 
vol. 14, No. 3 (September, 1947), pp. 267-84; C. B. Joynt in The Australasianyoumal of 
^Ua^hy, December, 2956, p. 202; Sir Llewellyn Woodward in The Spectator, i8tn 
Au|ust, 1939; L. Mumford in Diogenet, Spring, 1956, p. 21; J. H. Nichols in Theyoumal 
of KAigion, No. 28 (te^), ]». 99-119; H. Kuhn in The Journal of PhUotophy, 21st 
August, 19^7, p. 499; G. M. Bryan in Social Forces, vol. 26 (March, 1948), pp. 288-92; 
E. 1. Watkm in The Tablet, 12th August, 1939; F. J. Teggait in a letter to me of 8th 
Januf^, 1936. 

Being pat^ with a giant is a formidable honour for a pygmy. He cornea off badly in 
all aituations. When the giant is estimsted at his true stature, the pygmy’s inferiority 
invites uncomplimentary comparisons*—though, as the pygmy sees it, these might 
perhaps have gone without saying. Baudet finds it worth mentioning (in op. cit., pp. 
and 61) that Augustine is greater, more heroic, more naive, and more logical than lam in 
my ‘Augustinism without God or Devil’. Brinton ruitea (in loc. cit.) that, unlike Augustine, 
I have ‘no firm armature of accepted theology’, and that I seem 'at times to attempt the 
really shocking combinstion of Saint Augusune and Pelagius*. Nichols also demurs to my 
Pelagianism, and pronounces that, on this jraint, I come off badly by comparison with Saint 
Augustine. When, however, the giant is given a box on the ear, I suffer from the reper¬ 
cussions. Sir Llewellyn Woodward, for example, after si^gesting (in The Spectator, iith 
August, 1938) that my work might have some ‘therapeutic value blouse it is written, like 
the De Civttate Dei, under the strain of immediate social catastrophe*, hastens to remind 
his readers and me that ‘Saint Augustine’s work is, in the last analysis, a great masterpiece 
of special pleadirw’. 

t H. Baudet; ‘Hedendaagseh Augustinisme’ in Historie en Metakistorie, pp. ^ and 49. 

* K. D. Erdmann in ArdtwfUr JCulturgeschichte, mdii. Band, Heft 2, p. 
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‘The goal of the journey and the serial order of the stations on ilic way 
to it maintain their positions, but it is not p^ible to predict what dis¬ 
coveries and insights the journey may rewal.’ 

Mumford is, I believe, saying the same thing in non-metaphorical 
language when he remarks that Toynbee’s quwtions ‘cannot be 
answered in terms of the metaphysical and sociological framework that 
he has used’ ;• and that 'the salvation towards which this... study points 
lies outside the field of history’.* 

Mumford’s observation is pursued farther by Erdmann in an analyti¬ 
cal examination of four key concepts of mine: challenge-and-rcspo^; 
withdrawal-and-retum, loss of self-determination, and transfiguration. 
Erdmann finds that all four of them have originated in the mental world 
of‘salvational history* (Heilsgesckichte). 

‘The four concepts have a “salvational’' nucleus round which the 
historical material concentrates, in the way in which the introduction, 
from outside, of an isomorphic crystal makes it possible for a mass of 
matter that is ripe for crystallisation to come together in clear shapes. 
Through those four cryst^ [of Toynbee’s], metahistory becomes visible 
in and beyond history. The Hellenic Civilization’s property of serving as 
a transparent medium through which the primordial phenomenon {das 
Urphdnomen) of culture itself becomes visible, is, as we have recognised, 
one of the presuppositions of Toynbee’s thought. T^ experience now 
repeats itself on a larger scale. History itself now squires the proper^ of 
serving as a transparent medium for giving visibility to “salvational 
history’.’* 

Christopher Dawson, in an essay on the problem of metaWstory,^ 
writes* that ‘the case of Toynbee is a difficult one, because he is at the 
same time an historian, a sociologist of comparative culture, and a meta¬ 
historian’. Morgenthau finds that I look to religion to give me a super- 
empirical standard, because, like Spex^ler, I have no philosophical 
system to give my construction of history some rational objectivity;* 
and Erdmann observes’ that I try to combine Wells’ view of the move¬ 
ment of history as non-recurrent and Spcngler's view of it as cyclical 
by bringing the supernatural back into the picture. ‘The tension between 
the natural and the supernatural order gives room for the world of 
freedom that reveals itself in history.’* In my view, Erdmann suggests, 
‘the destiny {Schicksal) of the dvilintions ... is the subject matter of 
universal lustory, but its proper theme is the development of religion'.* 
Progress, as it appears in my construction of history, is a protean 
phenomenon. It presents itself in the Age of Primitive Life as evolution, 
in the Age of Civilization as ‘salvational history’ (Heilsgeschuhte), in the 
age following the Age of Civilization as eschatology.'* If this construction 

■ L. Mumford in T<yTii*t tmd History, p. 146. 

* L. Mumford in Ditfrtts, Spri^ <950, p. tx. 

X IC D. Erdmann in ArMo fOr JCulturresehkhi*, nxiti. Band, Heft 3, p. 347. 

* Reprinted in Tha Dynames cf World History, pp. 387-93. 

* Ibid. p. 393. 

* H. J. Morgenthau in Toyrtbat and History, p. 196. 

7 Inkte. dt., p. 335. 

« Ibid., p. 334. 


• Ibid. 
Ibid., pp. 336-7. 
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of mine had to be represented in some visual symbolism, my apocalyptic 
beast would have to be given a fish’s tail, a man's body, and a saint’s head, ‘ 
On this humorous flight of fancy my own comment would be: ‘Well, if the 
creature that I have drawn is indeed a chimaera, how true my drawing is 
to life as life’s image is redacted through the human mind’s cracked lens.* 

Erdmann is not alone in convicting me of writing ‘salvational history’ 
{Heils^esckichte). Baudet describes my work as ‘a kind of doctrine of 
salvation’ {een soort heilsleer).'^ And a number of other writers have made 
the same observation in more general terms. Holcombe remarks^ that 
‘what, in fact, Toynbee has finely given us is a religious interpretation 
of history'. Stecchini observes^ that ‘Toynbee, who constantly stresses 
the importance of having a philosophy of history, knows well that 
philosophy of history is a form of theology’. Coulbom, too, says^ that 1 
am a theologian masked as a philosopher. Joynt finds^ in my work ‘a 
subtle blend of sound history and a great deal of theology’ (though, 
in noting that ‘metaphysics is not history’, he seems to creait me with 
being a philosopher as well as a theologian). David Thomson finds^ 
that 1 am ‘something of a mystic’, and the same charge is made against 
me by L. S. Woolf.® Sweeay finds® that, in sharp contrast to Wells, 
I am ‘at bottom a mystic who believes that Man is inherently incapable 
of shaping his own development and that therefore the only way to make 
life meamngful is to abandon the effort and embrace religion’. 

Other critics see in my work not merely a religious interpretation of 
history but a ‘theodicy’: that is to say, an attempt to justify the ways of 
God to Man. Barnes classifies it*® as being ‘“a theodicy” rather than 
straightforward history or scientific sociology’. It is called a theodicy 
by Lcddy,** Walsh,** and Baudot,** and ‘an undisguised theodicy’ by 
Watnick.** B. D. Wolfe** calls it—with some irony—*a masterpiece of 
Christian historical apologetics and exegesis’. R. Coulbom finds*® that 
my theodicy ‘is too neat to be true’. 

Other critics—Hughes and Coulbom, for instance—see a conflict in 
me between the believer and the scholar—a conflict without a decision, 
in Coulbom’s view, since he reports that the scholar has not been driven 
off the fleld.*^ Kohn suggests*® that the scholar, as a scholar, cannot 

> Arehiv /Or KuJbtrgtse/iiehtt, xxxiii. Band, Heft 2, p. 237. 

* H. Baudet: 'Hedendaassch Augustinisme' in Hittorie en MtUihistorie, p. 48. 

» A. N. Holcombe in The American Political Science Revieu, vol. xlix, No. 4 (Decem> 



* R, in Phylon, 1940, offprint, p. 4. 

« C. B. Joynt in The AustroUisian youmal ^Pkilotopln, December. 1956. PP- and 
302. ’ In The Netot Chronicle, 14th October, 1954. 

I In The Neto Statesman and Nation, 23rd ^ptember, 1939. 

0 P. M. Sweezy in The Nation, 19th Owber, 1946. 

’0 H. E. Bamea in An Introduaion to the Huiory of Sociology, p. 7x9. 

“ I. F. Leddy in The Phoenix, vol. ii (1957), No. 4, pp. 141-2. 

W. H. WtUh in Toyn^ and History, pp. 126-7. 
t) H. Baudet in op. cit, p. 6z. 

t* M. Watnick in The Antioch Retnea, No. 7 (Winter, 1947-8), pp. 587-602. 

IX B. D. Wolfe in The American Mercury, No. 64 (1947), p. 756. 

I* In Toyn^ and History, pp. 156-7. 

17 R. Coulbom, ibid.,pp. t^-o; H. S. Hughte: OsxoaldSpengler: A CritiealEstimate, 
pp. 41 and 140. Hugbea notei diet Vico, too, was pulled in contrary directions by hia 
critic^ faculty and ^ his Christian convictions. 

1* H. Kohn in Toynbee and History, pp. 353-4. 
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accept the Jewish and Christian belief, taken on faith, that history is 
God’s path. 

This conflict, if demonstrable, might, I suppose, be taken as psycho¬ 
logical evidence of an unresolved contradiction that other critics And 
in my thinking. Mumford and Sumberg see this as a contradiction 
between a thisworldliness and an Augustinian othenvorldliness;* 
LSwith^ as one between a cyclic classical and a purposeful and meaning¬ 
ful Christian tradition; Mastir^ as one between *Kulturkreisidee’ and 
‘Theodicecgedanke’; Weil* as one between ‘the principles on which’ my 
‘scheme of the development of civilization is based and’ my ‘personal 
judgment of historical phenomena’. Anderle interprets Weil’s words* as 
meaning, in more precise terms, a contradiction between the ‘empirical- 
historic^’ and the pribrt absolute aspect’ and comments: 

‘The case shows clearly that one cannot dispense with the need to 
draw a tidy boundary-line between the two realms. This is required in the 
interests of both science and religion, since each of these can attain its 
highest point only by keeping within ita own sphere.' 

Werner says that I have mixed up history and ‘salvational history’ 
{Heilsgtsci^teY and that, in my work, ‘historical reflexion and "salva¬ 
tional” (Heibgesckichtluht) expectation have not been brought into any 
convincing relation with each other’.^ Erdmann observes that 

‘ "challenge and response” do not find their explanation in terms of 
research into historical causation. The intcrpretatiOD that they offer is in 
tenns of the Christian doctrine about the nature of Man (Christlicfu 
Antkropolcgie). History and metahistory—the inquiry into causes and the 
inquiry into meaning—operate on different levels of comprehension 
(Srkfmhm). One is bound to admit that Toynbee has not been tidy in 
drawing the distinction between the two. Evidently, for the purpose that 
he has in view, he does not feel any pressing need for this. Ought one to 
regret that he has not gone to work with greater philosophical precision ? 
Instead, let us rejoice that someone has had the courage to cope, in a 
fulness of measure nowhere else achieved, with the mass of material 
presented by history on the world-scale (dsn WtUstcff), and to fit it all 
together into one picture.’* 

These last sentences are generous to me. For all of us who have 
embarked on the same enterprise, they give warning, at the same time, 
of the enterprise’s formidable magnitude. The crux of it, however, is 
not this intellectual problem of coping with an unprecedented amount 
of information. If necessity is the mother of invention, we may look 
forward to seeing human minds find ways and means of achieving this; 

I L. Mumford in THogtna, Spring, 1956, p. 21; T. A. Sumberg in Sotial Ru*arch, 
voL 14, No. 3 (Septemb'U’, IM?), pp. 267-74. 

* K. LSwith: M€anatf in Huton, pp. 12-13. 

* G. Muur in the Hutcritehe Z 4 iU^Tift, ifud 177 (1954), pp. 521-2. 

* In Toyn^ <ad Hitiory, p. 285. 

* In op. cit. 

* H. Werner: 'Spengler und Toynbee’ in Deuueha VitruljahrachriftfQr LiUretur- 
vitumdtaft vnd GttsittitxehUhu, 29. Jthrgtng, yyir. Bend, p. 531. 

» Ibid.,p. t 33 . 

* K. D. Erwruinn iaArckiofiir KvltttrfttthuhU, rrriii Bend, Heft 2 (1951), pp. 206-7. 
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and, happily, the truth of this inspiriting proverb is attested by the 
record 01 mankind’s past. The crxxx is an issue that cannot be settled 
by one of those provisional agreements that sometimes result from 
intellectual debate. It is the issue between rationalism and trans-rational* 
ism, discussed in this volume in Chapter III. 

Rationalists hold that the clarity of the mind’s intellectual vision is 
obscured, and the findings of its logical reason are adulterated and, at 
the worst, obliterated, if we allow our thinking to be contaminated by 
non>rational mental attitudes and processes. Rationalists may dismiss 
these as fantasies, or they may concede that they have some status in a 
mental domain of their own. A rationalist is less concerned to ascertain 
their status than he is to insulate the intellect from them and from their, 
in his view, intellectually pernicious influence. On the other side, trans¬ 
rationalists hold that the intellect has not the capacity to achieve its 
objective unaided. The intellect’s objective, they agree with the 
rationalists, is to find explanations of the phenomena with which a 
human being is confronted. But they contend that the explanations 
arrived at by intellectual processes alone are unsatisfying, even in¬ 
tellectually, and arc also inadequate for the practical conduct of human 
life. In their view those trans-rational mental attitudes and processes in 
which the rationalist sees the intellect’s ruin are, in truth, the intellect’s 
salvation. In the trans-rationalist’s view, therefore, it is disastrous, even 
intellectually, to try to insulate the intellect from the other faculties of the 
human soul. Our aim, they hold, should be just the opposite. We should 
aim at a symphony between the intellect and the soul’s trans-rational 
faculties. To try to dissociate them is unnatural; to keep them in their 
natural harmony is the key to finding our way in the mysterious universe 
into which we are born. 

This perennial controversy is being conducted with unusual bitter¬ 
ness in the present-day world. My own work stands within the arena of 
this conflict; and this, I believe, partly accounts for the strength of the 
disapproval and dislike that it has aroused in some of its rationalist 
critics, and for the sharpness of the opposition between their judgements 
and some others. 

Some critics maintain that the contradiction that they find in my 
thought has not only not been resolved by me but is one that does not 
admit of any solution. And they hold, as Anderle holds, that the diflerent 
lines of inquiry that, in their judgement, I have jumbled up cannot be 
brought into any relation with ea^ other. In my work, as Joynt sees it, 

’categories which are the result of empirical generalisations, such as the 
balance of power and business cycles, are treated on tfu same level 0} 
meaning and as if they were derived in exactly the same way as ’‘the laws of 
God”. . . . Toynbee has attempted to blend two kinds of knowledge: re¬ 
ligious and historical. The epistemology of the latter is empirical and it 
cannot be successfully joined to the former. What Toynbee has written is 
really much closer to Geology than history.’* 

Walsh holds^ that, in seeking a theodicy, I have ceased to be an historian; 

* C. B. Joynt in The Auitralasim ^foumat of Philosophy, December, 1956, p. aoo. 

* W. H. WeUh in Toynbee and Hutory, pp. 146-7. 
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and Stone* that I am not justified in claiming to be an historian con¬ 
sidering that what I produce is metaphysical stuff. Woodward makes the 
same point with what seems to me to be greater discernment. 

‘The answer to the question “why” would appear to lie outside the 
scope of history. In a sense Professor Tojiibce r^i^, by turnup to 
mythology, that he is looking in history for somethmg he will never find; 
but the answers from mythology are really only guesses at the question 
“how”, and guesses which are not so near to the point as the patient work 
of modem speciaUsts. The answer appears as far off as ever.» 

Mumford finds^ that my 'supematuralism* is *a radical defect’ in ray 
phUosophy; Fciblcman* that an attempt to found my system on trans¬ 
cendental philosophy is one of two major defects in my work. In Nevins 
expectation,’ ‘countless readers will... view Toynbee’s heavy emphuis 
on religion, as the one element in the human march through time which 
really justifies it, as another fundamental flaw*. Joynt puts on the judge s 
black cap. 

'If this kind of practice is to be pursued, then historians might as 
shut up shop and all take holy orders.... One can but conclude that tlus 
curious marriage of metaphysics and history has not succeeded and should 
end in a divorce.’* 

Kuhn gives me a splendid funeral. 

'As Hegel before him, so Toynbee undertakes to rewrite Saint ^^s- 
tine’s principal work by interpreting the City of Man as the City of God m 
statu nascendi. In both cases the result is a magnificent failure. ’ 

Happily for me, other critics seem to sec my practice in a different 
light. Brinton, for instance, suggests® that 

'much of the quarrel between Toynbee and the historians is... in a purely 
rational sense unnecessary, since . . . they are not attempting the same 
task. .. . 

'What is Toynbee’s Study of History ? It is not a theological system, not 
a prophetic work in the specific sense that word has in the Judaeo- 
Christian tradition, though it has something in common with these.... It 
is surely a theodicy; but, if we think of Milton or Leibnitz, of Joseph de 
Maistre, or even of the author of the Book of Job, it is a vague and im¬ 
precise theodicy. Indeed, at times so great is Toynbee’s insistence on the 
fi^om of the human spirit, his work sounds more like an “anthropo- 
dicy”. It is moat certainly a philosophy of history,... [but it] belongs in 
frict to a kind of sub-species within the species, a sub-species clearly 
marked by its own characteristics. Toynbee’s work is best called a “City 

of God”. . , 

‘By a “City of God” we understand an eschatological system in which 

i L. Stooe in ToytAas <mi Hittory, p. lit. 

a E. L. Woodward tn Tlu Sptoator, 6th Juljr, i934t P- 

a L. Mumford in Tk* Paeifie Sptemor. No. 1 (i947). PP- 39*-»- 

4 ). K. Feibleman in Tien Htia Mm:%, vol. zi. No*. 1 and a (i940}> P< <52. 

* A- Nevin* in TTu Ntte York World-TVtgram oid Sun, 7th Decembar. 195^ 

• JoyMitkTiuAustroletianJovfnal Ptdloiopky, December, 1956, pp. 200 and 202. 

’ H. Kuhn in Tht Journal of Philosophy. 28th August. 1947. p. 499* 

I Cnne Brinton in Tfu Virgittia Quaritrly Rtwxo, Summer, 1956, pp. 
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evidence taken from the historical record ... is used to transcend history. 
... For the empiricist, a “City of God”, though it uses empirical evidence 
to arrive at conclusions, does so by adding something—shall we say the 
yeast ?—that alters the empirical evidence in a way the empiricist himself 
thinks his mind does not alter it, a way he does not like. Shall we say 
modestly that the empiricist prefers the unleavened loaf?' 

I will close by quoting two anonymous appraisals of the book. 

‘The story of Mankind is not usefully written as one of perpetual frus¬ 
tration' and the unendingly unsuccess^ quest for the earthly kingdom. 
In his sixth volume,> indeed, Dr. Toynbee comes very near to recognising 
that human history is the story of individual souls in a transcendental 
setting, and that the lowly role of societies and civilizations is to provide 
the stage for acts of moral choice, and that the oiUy essential stage proper¬ 
ties are dilemmas and temptations; and, so viewed, the scene disclosed to 
the historian is essentially satisfactory and good.’> 

“Two main problems are his [Dr. Toynbee’s] special concern: what 
characteristic and typical patterns, if any, have civilizations followed in 
their development; and what dynamic forces have produced both the 
patterns and the development as a whole? At one level Dr. Toynbee is 
thus a student of what may be called the sociology of history; at another 
and far deeper level he is a seeker after, and an expounder of, what to him 
(and to many others) is the ultimate meaning.’^ 

The passages last quoted bring out the sharpness of the religious 
cleavage, in &e World today, between the rationalists and the ‘many 
others’ of whom my unknown reviewer and I are two representatives. 
This is a battle in which I myself am a combatant and in which my work 
is, in a minor way, contested ground. Since I am so deeply implicated, 
I am evidently in no position to try to deliver judgement on the issue at 
stake. The verdict—or perhaps a succession of differing verdicts—will 
be rendered, if it is ever ren^red, by posterity. 

' Cp. Aldous Hiudey: 111*1017 ** tbe Experience of Fnutredon* in Th* Magatam of 
tho Ytar, vol. i. No. 7 (September, 1747). pp. ro6-ia.—A- J. T. 

> This pustge occun in » review of vok. iv-vi. The reviewer might, I should ffoess, 
hive Mid the seme of vols. vii-x if these hid been published at the time.—A. J. T. 

) Tha Listanar, ipdi October, 1939. 

* Tha Bconomitt, 6 th November, 1954* 


IV ANNEX 


Is there any Master-activity in Human Affairs? 

H uman activities arc numerous and various. There is technology; 

the invention, manufacture, and use of tools. There is economics: 
the winning of a livelihood for human beings from Nature, and the dis¬ 
tribution of the product among the people who are competing for it. 
There is politics: the handling of the power that accumulates as a result 
of co-operation between people in large numbers. There is art: the 
expression of Man’s appreciation of the beauty of the Universe in which 
he finds himself. There is study: the satis^ction of Man’s curiosity 
about the Universe. There is relinon: Man’s impulse to get into touch, 
and into harmony, with an absolute spiritual Reality, whose presence 
behind the phenomena makes itself felt in the experience of many, 
perhaps most, htiman beings. Then there is recreation: the use that 
people make of the spare time that their work leaves them. There is 
education: not in just the formal sense of the word, but in the broader 
sense in which education means the transmission of the whole cultural 
heritage of the present generation and its predecessors to the rising 
generation and its successors. These are some of the main human 
activities. The list is a crude one, and it will not have covered the whole 
range of these activities; but it will perhaps have covered enough to 
show that human activities are remarkable for their variety. 

In spite of this variety, the different activities are so closely inter¬ 
connected that it is impossible to deal with any one of them without 
also having to take account of at least one or two of the others. 

For instance, education is concerned with all the rest, in as much as it 
is concerned with handing on the whole of the cultural heritage, in¬ 
cluding ways of recreation. 

Technology, it is obvious, caimot be insulated from economics, 
because tools are the means by which we win our livelihood from Nature. 
But, unfortunately, technology cannot be insulated from politics either, 
because some of the tools that technology makes are weapons, and 
weapons are used by human beings not only against non-human 
living creatures; they are used against other human beings as well; 
and war is one of the products of political power. Wars can be waged 
only by people living in communities that have achieved some degree of 
political organisation. 

Economics, again, carmot be insulated from politics. The distribution 
of the product of economic activity is largely determined by the play of 
political power; and political power itself depends on economic re¬ 
sources. In order to be able to make war, a government needs to have at 
its command the economic sinews of war. It is not enough to have 
subjects who are willing to fight. 

Politicians interest themselves in all activities that have some bearing 
on power. They are interested in religion if they can harness their sub¬ 
jects’ religious feelings to serve their policy. Despotic governments in 
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our time have been interested in education as a means of influencing the 
rising generation of their subjects at an impressionable age. In the year 
1961 ^ governments were interested in technological and scientific 
education as a generator of political power. The government of the 
Roman Empire was interested in recreation as a means of keeping the 
populace of the capital city in a good humour and diverting its attention 
from politics. 

Art, it is evident, cannot be insulated from technology. It is impos¬ 
sible to define the points at which the so-called ‘useful’ arts and crafts 
end and the so-called ‘fine’ arts begin. Indeed, if art ceases to be useful— 
that is to say, if it ceases to satisfy some real human need—the life goes 
out of it. Of course, the need served by art may be a spiritual need. Art 
has often served religion and been inspired by it. 

Study is closely akin to art; it is not without reason that we bracket 
together ‘the arts and sciences’. Study shares with art and religion the 
virtue of being ‘disinterested’. Like them, it is not pursued for economic 
or political motives. But, in the modern Western World since the close 
of the seventeenth century, the study of non-human Nature has been 
linked up with technology. This alliance has given both technology and 
science an unprecedented impetus; and in our time technology, inspired 
by science, has become the key to political power. 

Recreation is bound up with economics: its cost is a charge on the 
livelihood that we win from Nature. In the Roman Empire &e whole 
population had to pay for the ‘bread and circuses’ doled out to the 
populace of Rome, and afterwards to the populace of Constantinople. 
Recreation is also closely connected with education: in a child’s life 
there is not that sharp line that there is in a grown-up person’s between 
work and play. Recreation also fuses with art and study and technology. 
Students and artists, and craftsmen too, share with children the happi¬ 
ness of finding recreation in their work. And works of art give mankind 
in general its highest kind of recreation. 

Thus human activities arc not only very various; they are also very 
intimately inter-connected. At the same time they cannot be reduced to 
a unity by treating some single one of them as if it were paramount over 
all the rest. ‘Quantitative measurements .. . will not help us to decide 
whether the political, the economic, or the religious point of view is more 
important for a general understanding of history.’* In fact, there is no 
master-activity; history is multi-dimensional.* ‘General history must 
work with a number of factors rather than with only one’,* and we must 
use multi-dimensional blocks as our units of analysis.* This is what is 
demanded of a student of human affairs by the structure of the pheno¬ 
mena that he is studying. But this demand on him makes his subject a 
formidably complicated one. For this reason, ever since the earliest 
attempts at understanding, interpreting, and recording human history, 
students of it have constantly been tempted to distort their picture of it 
by trying to simplify it. The would-be simplifier’s obvious recourse is to 
single out some one of Man’s various activities and to treat this as Man’s 

> M. R. Cohen: Th* Mtaning of Human Histon, p. 3s6. 

> Ibid., p. 235. ) Ibid., p. 228. 
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master'activity—subordinating all the others to it or even leaving them 
out of the picture altogether. This procedure is as ineffectual as it is 
high-handed. Some illustrations of it will bring out its weakness. 

The oldest candidate for the role of master-activity is politics. Until 
only the other day, the conventional way of writing history was to give a 
chronicle of reigns, wars, battles, and i^tary and politick revolutions. 
E. A. Freeman, a nineteenth-century English historian, pronounced that 
‘history is past politics, and politics present history^.* Since that time, 
our picture of human affairs has become broader and ampler, and his¬ 
torians have paid deference to this change of outlook by interspersing 
their political narrative with paragraphs, or even whole chapters, on the 
progress of art or religion or tedinology. Few, however, so far, have 
attempted to write comprehensive narratives, taking account of all 
human activities and bringing out the interplay between them all the 
way through. Sir George Trevelyan has done this with brilliant success, 
but there are not many like him. 

Why has the treatment of politics as the master-activity persisted so 
long ? And why is it dying so hard ? 

One obvious reason why it is dying hard is that it makes the writing 
of history a fairly simple task compared with Trevelyan’s method of 
keeping a number of different human activities in view simultaneously 
and all the time. The reason why the political approach to history has 
persisted so long is that it has behind it a greater weight of tradition 
than any other approach. 

Political history is the history of pooled human power; and the earliest 
historians were rulers who wielded the power, not only to make military 
conquests, but to have these recorded. One of the oldest historic^ 
documents known to us is 'the palette of Narmeri, on which a king of 
Upper Egypt, who had conquered Lower Egypt and had thus unihed 
Egypt politicsdly, had a record made of his achievement. This record 
is a pictorial one, in bas-relief. It was made round about the year 3000 
B.c. at the very dawn, if not before the dawn, of the art of writing in 
Egypt From 'Iraq we have a similar record—^also in bas-relief, but 
wi^ an explanatory inscription—of the Akkadian King Naramsin’s 
invasion of the highlands to the east of the lower basin of &e Tigris and 
Euphrates. Naramsin's record is six or seven hundred years later in date 
than Narmer’s. We have much fuller records, dating from the twelfth 
century b.c. onwards, made by kings of Assyria. These Assyrian records, 
too, are military and political in their contents. But it is significant that, 
in form though not in fact, these are records, not of war and politics, but 
of technology, art, and religion. Some of these long Assyrian military 
and political records are given the form of appendixes to a brief record 
of the founding or restoration of a temple. Others take the form of 
predictions about future military and political events by a god, in 

• In ■ memoir of J. R. Seekf, G. W. Prothero notes that, 'though he did not coin the 
phrsse "Histoty it pest pc^htcs, and poUtiet present historjr’. it» perhsps nwre strict^ 
»plicsblc to his view of history thim to that of its suthor' (Piothero in Seder: Tht 
G-^th oj British Potiey (Ctmbndgc 1895, University Press, a rob.), vol. i, p. xiO- 

Prothm here sssumes thst the suthorship ef this ^tum b t mstter of common 
knowledge. Such evidence at I have found ail points to Freeman. 
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answer to an inquiry on the king’s part. These soi-disant predictions arc 
really narratives of events that have already happened. It looks as if the 
kings of Assyria had suspected that architecture, artistic, and religious 
activities might really be the master-activities, but had been unable to 
resist the temptation to swamp their records of these comparatively 
disinterested and enlightened proceedings under an egotistic and 
boastful record of their military and political achievements. 

The expansion of political history into general history has not been 
accomplished satisfactorily by the rather superficial device of interrupt¬ 
ing a political narrative here and there and inteipolating a chapter on 
one of the non-political human activities. This failure of the political 
school of history to reform itself effectively has opened the way for a 
revolutionary attack on it. Marx and Engels have set out to depose 
politics from its traditional place of honour in the presentation of history, 
and to enthrone economics in its stead. Marx has won general acceptance 
for his thesis that reigns and wars are not the master-key to the inter¬ 
pretation of history, but not for his further thesis that this master-key 
is to be found in economics. Marx's and Engels' theses were neither so 
crude nor so dogmatic as they have been represented as being by 
admirers as well as by opponents. Their thesis that economics is the key 
to history was hedged about with a number of qualifications and caveats. 
These bear witness to Marx’s and Engels' intellectual ability. Still, in 
substance, Marx’s doctrine is that the method of production of Man's 
means of livelihood, together with the system by which the means of 
production are controlled, governs and determines most other things in 
human life. The key to power is an economic key, not a political one; 
the key to an understanding of human affairs is to understand economics. 
Many people who are not ideological followers of Marx hold these 
Mandan views today. 

In his outlook Marx was a child of bis age, as even a genius is bound 
to be.* In the West in the middle decades of the nineteenth century, at 
least three things were happening which suggested that the most im¬ 
portant of all human activities was economics. Westerners had just 
become aware of economics as being a distinct and important human 
activity; and this was an exciting new discovery. The discovery had 
been made as a result of two contemporary revolutions: a technological 
revolution by which muscle-power tod b«n replaced by water-power 
and steam-power as the driving-force for machines; and an organizational 
revolution by which small-sc^e manufacture (in the literal sense of the 
word) tod been replaced by large-scale production conducted by 
capitalists employing workers for wages. The third thing in the con¬ 
temporary scene that drew attention to economics was the sufferings, 
during the first stage of the Industrial Revolution, of the new class of 
industrial wage-earners that this revolution tod called into existence. 

Unquestionably Marx was right in holding that economics was im¬ 
portant, and also in holding ttot something drastic ought to be done 
to relieve the industrial workers’ sufferings. Ail the World can ^ee 
with Marx on these two points without also having to agree with him 

I See pp. ias-7. 



662 STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS 

that his remedy for the ninelcenth-centuiy industrial workers’ suffer¬ 
ings wzs the best one, or that economics is not merely important, but 
all-important. The answer to the thesis that economics is all-important 
is: 'Man doth not live by bread only.’’ If the thesis that politics is Man’s 
master-activity will not work—and Marx has done us all a service in 
showing that it will not—the similar thesis that economics is Man’s 
master-activity will not work either. 

As a matter of fact, when people’s economic interests and their 
political feelings have pulled different ways, people have usually given 
rein to their political feelings and have let their economic interests go 
hang. This subordination of economics to politics could be illustrated 
by any number of historical examples. Here two will suffice. In the 
Danubian Hapsburg Monarchy before the First World War the port of 
Trieste possessed a hinterland that ensured its prosperity. Yet the 
Italian majority in the population of Trieste longed for the break-up 
of the Monar<ffiy, on whose existence their livelihood depended, be¬ 
cause of their political ambition, as Italians by nationdity, to see 
Trieste annexed to Italy. In Palestine, after the First World War, the 
British, who had taken a mandate for administering the country, hoped 
that the Arab population would be reconciled to the influx of Jewish 
immigrants by the prospect that this would bring with it increases in 
land values and rises in wages. But the Arabs’ minds did not work in that 
way. Hie prospect that preoccupied them was a political one. Jewish 
immigration threatened to reduce the Palestinian Arabs to the status 
of a subject minority. In their minds this political menace entirely out¬ 
weighed the prospect of economic gains. These two examples are 
characteristic, and their significance is clear. If it is true that politics 
is not all-important, it must be true, a fortiori, that economics is not. 

What other human activities, besides economics and politics, have 
been, or seem likely to be, put forward as candidates for the role of 
master-activity ? Recreation, art, and study have never, so far, been in 
the running; and education seems unlikely to be, in spite of the fact that 
education commands the doorway to the future. There are, however, 
two other obvious candidates: technology and religion. 

Technology is almost bound to look like Man’s master-activity in the 
eyes of a student of the so-called Prehistoric Age of mankind’s career. 
In this age human societies bad not yet managed to produce a surplus 
over and above the requirements of bare subsistence. They were there¬ 
fore unable to maintain a leisured minority. They were therefore 
illiterate, since the art of writing requires a leisured minority to invent 
and practise it. They have therefore left no written records. And there¬ 
fore Man’s tools are almost the only surviving evidences of Man's 
development, and even of his existence, for the first half milli on or 
million years of mankind’s history. Compared with the abundance of 
the tools that have survived from the Palaeolithic Age, the fragments 
of human skeletons of the same antiquity have, so far, been rare finds. 
And perhaps even the oldest human bones so far found are young com¬ 
pared with the oldest tools in our museums. 

* D«ut. viii. 3, quoted ia M«n. iv. 4 aad Luke iv. 4. 
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Accordingly, the prehistorian is inclined to sec Man as homo faber 
('Man the technician’) rather than as homo sapiens (‘Man the possessor 
of a consciousness and a will’). Or perhaps the prehistorian would say 
that the invention and use of tools was the means by which Man edu¬ 
cated himself into becoming intelligent and purposeful. We may agree 
that a process of self-education through technology may have speeded 
up Man’s exercise of his intelligence. Man must, however, have been 
immensely intelligent already before he could dream of inventing his 
first tool. This first of his many inventions is, after all, his most brilliant 
technological achievement for all time. It already contained, in 
such later feats as the splitting of the atom and the launching of arti¬ 
ficial satellites to circle round the Earth and to lasso the Moon. When 
once Man had chipped his first flint, these derivative inventions were 
already on their way. But what would our picture of early Palaeolithic 
Man look like if, instead of having no evidence of him except Ws tools 
and a few of his bones, we had as wide a knowledge of all his activities as 
we have for our study of his descendants within the last years? 
Even for the study of later Palaeolithic Man, perhaps 10,000 to 50,000 
years ago, we have not only tools and bones but also paintings on the 
walls of the caves in which he lived and these paintings open up vistas on 
fields of life that arc blanks in our picture of these relatively recent men's 
predecessors. Later Palaeolithic Man’s paintings tell us a great deal 
about his artistic skill and sense, and they even allow us to infer some¬ 
thing about the character of his religion. If we had the same amount and 
variety of knowledge about early Palaeolithic Man, would his tools loom 
so large in our picture of him as they loom now in the absence of any 
other evidences of his doings? In other words, would prehistorians be 
as much inclined as they are now to think of technology as being Man's 
master-activity? 

‘Man doth not live by bread only, but by every word that proccedeth 
out of the mouth of the Lord doth Man live.’* Here is the voice of 
religion making its claim to be Man’s master-activity; and, of all the 
competing claims, this is surely the strongest. Its strength, however, 
lies in the fact that religion is not on a par with the other activities on 
our list. Religion is Man’s attempt to get into touch with an absolute 
spiritu^ Reality behind the phenomena of the Univeree, and, having 
made contact with It, to live in harmony with It. This activity ia fdl- 
pervading. It comprehends all the others. Moreover, it is Man’s life¬ 
line. When once a creature has acquired, as Man has, a cowemus 
intellect and a free will, this creature must either seek and find God or 
destroy itself. ‘Where there is no vision, the people perish.’* Religion, 
then, would be Man’s master-activity if there were such a tlung. But 
religion’s claim can be vindicated only by being put in terms that tran¬ 
scend it. Religion is Man’s master-activity only in the sense that religion 
embraces all Man’s other activities in itself. 


■ Deut. viii. 3. 


a Prov. xxix. x8. 


VII ANNEX 


Comment by Rabbi J. B. Agus on Professor Toynbee*s Use of the 
Term ^FossiT toith Reference to the Jetoish Community 

I 

T he connotation of the lenn ‘fossil’, which is repugnant to Jews, 
derives from the scale of values which is current in tl^, the century 
of Darwinism. In the pre-Darwinian world marks of antiquity were 
highly prized. Josephus in his Contra Apionem strives to prove the 
great antiquity of the Jewish people. To be put in the category of a 
‘coelacanthus’, a living species of foh, belongii^ to a phylon of creation 
that is otherwise extinct, was always a point of pride for Jewish writers. 
The Jewish poet-philosopher, Jehudah Halevi, went so far as to de¬ 
scribe the Jewish community as a ‘body, without a head and a heart. 
Nay, even more, not even a ^eleton, but scattered bones, like the bones 
which Ezekiel saw...But in Jehudah Halevi’s view these bones were 
still better than the other religious communities, which in his view were 
like man-made dolls {The Kusuri, II, 29, 30). 

In the realm of ideas and cultui^ values the ‘test of time’ is a measure 
of validity and worth; in the world of evolving species, resistance to 
change is the primary sin, leading to the penalty of fossilization and 
ultimately extinction. 

Religious societies pre-eminently and national units generally arc 
both value-centred and survival-centred. The philosopher of history 
is justified in applying biological categories to societies only in so ^ as 
they are survi^-centred. Universal values, reflecting facets of truth, 
beauty, goodness, or holiness, are essentially imperishable. 

Is then the Jewish community primarily survival-centred, or is it 
primarily value-centred ? Professor Toynbee bases his analysis on the 
first assumption. He attributes the articulation of Judaism into a set of 
rites and observances and its creation of a complex communal structure 
to the 'will to live’ of a harassed community. In this reasoning, Pro¬ 
fessor Toynbee is at one with all nationalist Jewish historians—in 
particular with Achad Ha'am and Simon Dubnow. 

Nevertheless, this view is definitely one-sided. The continuous 
stream of Jewish literature demonstrates the value-centredness and idea- 
centredness of Jewish leadership. Admittedly, in the actual press of 
daily events, it is not feasible for people to distinguish between the 
nee^ of their group and its ideals. But, in so far as literature reflects the 
inner life of a community, the dominance of religious beliefs and values 
is clear. Those who did not share the values and beliefs of the com¬ 
munity became participants in the prevailing faith. 

The collective interests of the Jewish community by no means 
coincided with the collective ideals of the Jews. Throughout Medieval 
Europe, Jews were admitted into the ranks of the nobility when they 
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joined the Christian Church. The followers of Jacob Frank in eighteenth- 
century Poland achieved this rank, though their number was well in 
excess of 15,000. The self-image of the Jewish pyeople included at all 
times the belief of being utterly committed to the service of the One God. 
The ethnic ‘will to live' was a function and a corollary of the religious 
‘will to be true’, not vice versa. Nationalist Jewish historians were im¬ 
pelled to reverse this relationship in keeping with a materialistic and 
biological bias. But their endeavours are utterly unconvincing. For the 
religious motivation of Jewish life is unmistakable, and religion is the 
domain of ultimate ends, not of manipulated means. 

II 

A subsidiary implication of the term 'fossil' is the judgement that 
vital ener^ is concentrated altogether upon the struggle tor survival, 
ignoring the goals of survival, and that this undue emphasis makes the 
group overly defensive and armour-conscious. 

No one who studies Jewish history can deny that the self-segregating 
impetus was at diverse times all-powerful. On the other hand, as Herbert 
Spencer pointed out, in every living society the things which make life 
possible are likely to take precedence over the things that life makes 
possible. This is particularly true in times of extreme emergency. 
Thus, the ethnic metor predominated in Jewish consciousness during 
period of persecution. 

As to this conflict of motivations within the Jewish soul, we may 
recognize it as the perennial issue between the rationalistic and the 
romantic schools of Jewish thought. To the rationalists, the ideas and 
ideals of Judaism were primary, and the Jews were only their tem¬ 
porary custodians waiting for the light of truth to dawn on all men. To 
the romanticists, the Jewish people in themselves w-ere of supreme value, 
awaiting their vindication and the confounding of their enemies ‘in the 
end of days'. 

Because Jewish life and thought were not monolithic in the first 
century of our era even, as they certainly are not today, we cannot apply 
any one category to the entire community. Behold the Hellenistic Jews 
at the time of Philo and Jesus, who were universalistic and humanistic, 
glorying in the title ‘citizens of the World’. Their disappearances from 
the stage of history was due more to external factors thsm to the lack of 
spiritual vigor. 

It is, therefore, advisable to shun the use of the noun 'fossil' and speak 
instead of processes—a process of ‘fossilization* as one tendency and 
a process of spiritualization as the other movement in the opposite 
direction. 
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Comments by Rabbi J. B. Agus on the Notion of Uniqueness 

I FULLY concur with the assertion of Professor Toynbee that the 
career of the Jew in history is not ‘unique’, in an ultimate sense. 
Nothing is so universal among nations as the claim of uniqueness. The 
romantic philosophers of Russia and Poland, of Germany and Italy, 
asserted the uniqueness of their respective ‘national souls’. 

The history of the Jews is unique in the same sense as are the his¬ 
tories of all human groups—i.e. as a compound reflecting diverse 
historical forces, not as an element, standing apart, defying anadysis and 
sui generis. 

But, inasmuch as nations and religions are generally placed in different 
categories, it is important to recognize the intimate bond of unity 
between the two domains in Judai^, though one or another aspect 
might predominate at any one time. 

The ‘non-uniqueness’ of Jewry implies also the non-exceptional 
status of the Jewish diaspora. Along with all religious and cultural 
minorities, they should learn to maintain a healthy bahmee between their 
communal identity and the universal values of mankind. In this way 
they serve as vanguards of the evolving society of our emergent One 
World, which can only be of a pluralistic character. 
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Comments by Rabbi J. B. Agus on the Continuity of the 
Prophetic Element in Judaism 

P ROFESSOR TOYNBEE calls for the renunciation by the diaspord 
Jews of their ‘communal identity’ and for the repudiation of the 
Torah, so that they be free to convert mankind to the religion of the Pro¬ 
phets. This call emerges from his analysis of the role played by the 
Law and the national structure in the Greco-Roman world of antiquity. 

The issue is stated in stark and rigid terms, as if the situation 
today was no different than in the first century. Neither the Law nor 
the national body is today a high and impassable barrier.* 

For more than a century the Reform and Conservative movements 
have been preaching that the halachoth were instruments of piety, not 
its substance. Transmuted into rites and ceremonies which enhance the 
drama of worship, the residual halachoth cannot possibly hinder the 
dissemination of the faith. And the nature of the Jewish ‘communal 
identity’ has also undergone a fundamental transformation. The an¬ 
cient ‘natural’ community has been replaced by a plethora of voluntary 
organizations, with the Synagogue occupying the central place. There 
is no organization embracing all Jews, and, by the same token, no Jew 
can possibly belong to all Jewish organizations. In their turn the diverse 
organizations of Jewry are integrated into the total pattern of the 
voluntary associational life of the overall community. 

The transformation of the Law and the transformation of the com¬ 
munal system were brought about in part by external factors and in 

? art by the continued operation of the Prophetic strand within the 
ewish tradition. 

The Jewish community of America is presently an ‘open society’— 
i.e. individuals are free not only to choose whether or not to belong, 
but also to determine the terms and extent of their affiliation. However, 
those contemporary movements which aim at the imposition of a 
totalitarian uniw upon the Jewish co mmuni ty, converting it into a 
‘close society’ of an ethnic character, are properly subject to Professor 
Toynbee’s critique. 

It is at this point that the dialogue between Judaism and Chris¬ 
tianity approaches a crisis of mutual misunderstanding. To Christians, 
Jesus and Paul represent the acme of the Prophetic message—the one 
in transcending the Law, the other in transcending the national com¬ 
munity. But, in the Jewish tradition, as Professor Toynbee and Herford 
point out, the Prophetic tradition was channeled through the Mishnah 
and Talmud, without any reference to Jesus and Paul. Within the 
Talmud the Prophetic tradition is continued as an undercurrent, with 
the priestly men^ity predominating. And, alongside the Talmud, there 
was the philosophic tradition which was articulated so brilliantly by 

X 1 have now revised my oriatna] dnft of the last section of Chapter XV in the light 
of Rabbi Agua’a commenta in the present Annex.—A. J. T. 
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Philo. Coursing through subterranean channels, it emerged again in the 
tenth century, reaching a splendid climax in Maimonides. Through the 
lonely, titanic figure of Spinoza, philosophical Judaism be^d to pre¬ 
pare the ground for the philosophy of the Enlightenment. The modern 
movements of Reform, Conservativism, and, I might add. Liberal 
Orthodoxy, are indeed continuations of the philosophical current in 
Jewish thought, and Jewish philosophy is essentially a continuation of the 
Prophetic current within the stream of Judaism. 

But what is Ac essence of Ac Prophetic heritage, and what docs 
conversion to the ‘religion of Deutcro-Isaiah’ really mean? 

The Prophets maintained Aat religion is a dynamic balance 

of two insights—Aat which is afforded by tradition and mystical ex¬ 
perience, on the one hand, and Aat which is derived from Ac twin 
lights of intelligence and conscience, on Ae oAcr hand. Subjective 
piety and loyalty were blended in Aeir vision wiA objective reflection 
and eAlcal fervor. They transcended ritualism by Ae rational emphasis 
on inwardness; Aeytranscended blind eAnicism by Ae ethical emphasis 
on Ae values of universal humanity. And, in transcending bo A ritualism 
and ethnicism, Aey created that dynamic equilibrium between faiA 
and reason wUch is genuine religion, and that creative synAesis of 
loyalties that is humanistic, idealistic nationalism. The religious philo¬ 
sophers were Ac true heirs of Ac Prophets, m Aat they too saw religion 
as a living blend of subjective feeling and objective reflection. 

From Ais analysis Ae implications of Prophetic religion for our day 
are clear. Not to reject Ac ‘communal identity’ mto which we are born, 
but to transcend its limitations and narrow horizons, so that our 
national group might serve Ae larger cause of mankind. Not to repu Aate 
the pattern of observances in one's religion, but to transcend Aeir 
exclusiveness and absoluteness, that Aey might serve as fitting instru¬ 
ments of universal religion. 

Hence, a mission for Ae Jews—yes, but not for Jews only. Precisely 
the same mission applies to Aose Christians and Moslems who, like 
Ae Prophets, recognize two sources of religion, subjective faith and 
objective reasoning. The liberals of all faiths assume a common domain 
of eAical values and rational principles. At the same time they may well 
employ Ae rituals and loytdties of Aeir respective groups m Aeir 
efforts to attain deeper levels of insight for Aeroselves and for Ae com¬ 
munities to which they belong. 

The liberals who would be heirs of Ae Prophets dare not secede from 
Aeir respective communities, nor can Aey in conscience break wiA 
Ae ceremonial-organizational patterns of Aeir respective fiuAs. The 
Prophets stayed wiA Aeir people, spoke Aeir language, and infused 
Aeir volcanic fire into Ae actu^ cultural-social structure of their day. 
If they had not done so, Aey would have worked in a vacuum. 

The great need of humanity today is to overcome the peril of ‘the 
idolization of Ae temporary self’. Tl:^ can be achieved by Ae applica¬ 
tion of Ae Golden Rude to groups as well as to individuals. The Golden 
Rule of ethics is actually Ae application of Ae objeaive approach to 
human relations. Yet absolute objectivity, making no allowance for Ae 
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sanctum sanctorum of the human heart, can be as totalitarian in its 
tyranny as absolute subjectivity. People must learn to guard the inner 
mystery of their being, refining it in art, articulating and cultivating it 
in the observances of religion, even while they pursue the objective 
pathway to Reality. Along bo^ the inner and outer pathways to the 
mystery of being, the road ahead is infinite. By the same token, all 
human groups must not pursue the goal of objectivity so exclusively as 
to abolish their respective traditions. For then we should be left with 
blank, grey uniformity. Rather, like the Hebrew Prophets, they should 
seek to maintain a creative confrontation of their subjective tradition 
with the broad light of objective research and reflection. 

Neither the policy of assimilating others by conversion nor the 
prospect of total dissolution in the grey ocean of humanity is in keeping 
with the intent of a Golden Rule for cultural and religious groups. Let us 
recall Immanuel Kant’s formulation of this rule: *Act so that your 
action may be a standard of action for all.’ Manifestly, imperialism in 
the domain of the spirit may be as irksome as in the domain of politics. 
But in all healthy human relations a balance is maintained between 
8elf>assertion and self-surrender. All groups can contribute to the 
general welfare by integrating their subjective tradition into the objec¬ 
tive structure of ^-human values. 

Conversion of the ^religion of Deutero-Isaiah’ is to a 'church invi¬ 
sible’, transcending denominational lines, and rising far beyond the 
parochial symbols of any one fiuth. 



XVIII ANNEX 


Spengler's Concept of 'Pseudomorphosis* 

S PENGLER’S concept of ‘pseudomorphosis' (‘Deceptive Cultural 
Formation’) is one of the most illuminating of his intuitions. It 
throws light, for insuncc, on the relation between a satellite civilization 
and the society into whose field it has been drawn. 

In essence the idea is a simple one. When two civilizations are 
interacting with each other, their meeting may be on an unequal foot¬ 
ing.’ At the moment one of the two may b« the more powerful, the other 
the more creative. In this situation the more creative civilization will be 
constrained to conform outwardly to the more powerful civilization's 
cultural configuration, like a hermit crab who fits himself into a shell that 
is not his own. But an observer would be allowing himself to be misled 
if here he were to take appearances at their face value. He must look 
below the surface, study what underlies it, and take due note of the 
difference between the two. ‘The hands are the hands of Esau*,* but 
only because they have been disguised in order to deceive. 'The voice 
is Jacob’s voice.’ That is authentic, and it is therefore telltale, provided 
that the listener is not bent upon being deceived. 

Spengler uses the concept of ‘pseudomorphosis’ in his attempt to 
elucidate the configuration of the history of civilization in the Old 
World, west of ln<ha, since the beginning of the Christian Era. The 
eastward and southward expansion of the Hellenic Civilization, in and 
after the generation of Alexander the Great, had laid an Hellenic veneer 
—politick, intellectual, and aesthetic—over South-West Asia and 
Egypt Consequently, as Spengler sees it, his hypothetical ‘Magian 
Ci^ization’—which, according to him, arose in this region at about the 
beginning of the Christian Era—was compelled to camoufiage itself, 
during the first few centuries of its existence, by presenting itself in an 
Hellenic guise. It does not reveal itself in its true colours till a later 
stage, when it has mustered sufficient strength to break through the 
Hellenic veneer; but a student’s discerning eye can divine its presence, 
below the surface, from the very beginning of the subterranean first 
chapter of its hinory.* Though Spengler thus introduces ‘pseudo- 

< In contacts between two or more civiliutions that are contemporary with each 
other this seems to be the usual situstion (see viu. 464-6). 

* Gen. tavii. 33. 

> F. H. Underhill, in Tlu Canadian Historitat Revitm, vol. xzzri, No. 3 (September, 
t 95 S)> P- has applied Spengler's notion of the ‘pseudomorpbom’ of a hypothetical 
‘Mafiian Cinltaation' to int^ret my WtitanschauuTig. 

critics have commented on how deeply Toynbee seems to be alienited from his 
own society. ... I think s cate could be made, uiina Spengleritn lanauaae. for the thesis 
titat he it a Magian soul, bom out of dtie time. In spite of bis beli^ about himself that 
the Hellenic Civilization is bis spiritual home, he is not really an Apollinian man. His 
spiritual home is in thst part of the Worid b^ond the Helleapont, in the society that 
produced the metical magical “higher” religions which were eventually to defeat 
Helleiutm. It is the historical development of this ptrt of the World that fascinates him 
most; be devotes more of his pages to it than to any otiier area. I have a feeling that some 
dsy a psychologist who is interested in history will turn up snd proceed to demonstrate 
that Toynbee’a whole adult life has been spent in a long struggle by his subcon^ous 
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morphosis’ and the ‘Magian Civilization’ in association with each other, 
wc may reject his hypothetical ‘Magian Civilization’ without having to 
reject his concept of ’pseudomorphosis’ as well. These two ideas of his 
do not stand or fall together, and the idea of 'pseudomorphosis* can be 
applied in alternative attempts to interpret the cultural history of the 
western half of the Old World during these last two millennia. 

Two points, in particular, are unacceptable in Spcngler’s picture 
of his 'Magian Civilization’. He assumes that it was something entirely 
new, and he also assumes that it had nothing genuinely in common with 
the Hellenic Civilization whose outward form it was compelled to 
adopt during its subterranean formative age. This is not the picture that 
meets our eye when wc look at the new configurations of culture that 
have actually made their appearance in the western half of the 01d> 
World OikoumenS since the beginning of the Christian Era. These 
authentic historical configurations are, as we know, two higher religions, 
Christianity and Islam, and five civilizations: four of them Christian 
and the fifth Islamic. None of these arc new in the absolute sense of 
having inherited nothing from the past; and none of them is non-Hel¬ 
lenic in the sense of having no vein of Hellenism in its essence. These 
two religions and five civilizations have all sprung from ground ferti¬ 
lized by a blend between the debris of the Hellenic culture and the 
debris of the Syriac: a Syriac-Hellenic ’culture-compost’, as I have 
labelled it. In the formative age of Christianity there was, nevertheless, 
a ‘pseudomorphosis’ in Spengler’s sense. Christian art and Christian 
theology, for instance, did express themselves in Hellenic forms in 
which they did not find themselves completely at home. At the same 
time there was a genuine Hellenic ingredient in the very heart of 
Christianity, and this not only in the Eastern Orthodox and Western 
Catholic versions of it, but also in the Ncstorian and Monophysite 
Christian resistance movements to ‘Melchitc’ ecclesiastical and political 
domination. Part, at least, of this Hellenic ingredient was eventually 
communicated by Ncstorian and Monophysite Christianity to Islam. ^ 

Mtgitn cetf to overcome the Hellenic education imposed on hit conscioua Engliah 
■elf at •chool and college.’ 

I find Underhill’t analyau of me convincing. Before I began to be educated in Ilcllemam, 
I had been inoculated with Christianity, itnd the earlier influence uaually proves to be 
the atronger. I have always sympathised with the Christiana against the Hellenea in the 
Roman Imperial Age, and with the Persians against the Hellenes in Xerxes’ dsy, as well 
at in Alexander’s. Standing on ^e platform at PersepoUa has been, for me, a more 
memorable experience than standing on the acropolis st Acheni. My eyes inform me that 
the Parthenon frieze is s masterpiece and thst tne Pcrsepolitan friezes are conventionsl 
and clumsy. Yet, in me, this obviously far inferior art strikes a more resporuive chord. 

This schism in my {Mycbe, on which Underhill has put his finger, would not tw worth 
mentioning if it were just an idiosyncrasy of mine. I fsr^, though, thst, in being thus 
inwardly divided in my spiritual sympathies and allegiances, I sm typical of all the 
people who have been brought up in one or other of the civilizations of the Syriac-Hellenic 
family (as 1 coll it in my jargon). These divided feelings can be traced bock to Alexander 
himself. In the act of overthrowing the empire thit the Peistans bad built, he became per- 
■onallyacQuointed with the Persians, and their virtues impressed indittractedhimsomuch 
that he half regretted the damage that he had done and had half a mind to try to repair 
it. The Syriac and tbe Hellenic ingredients in the ’culture-compost* from which the 
Christiin and Islamic civilizations have sprung have failed to make a perfect blend, and 
the unresoh-ed discord has been communicated to the crops grown on this fertile soil. 

I Islamic theology has been worked out, on s pattern set by Christian theolo^, in 
terms of Hellenic philosophy; and this has led, In the cultural history of tbe IsTsmlc 
Civilizatioo, as it has in the cultural history of the Christian civilizationa, to a rcnaiasance 
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In consequence, Islam, too, is a member of the family of Syriac- 
Hellenic societies. 

In the history of the encounter between the Syriac and Hellemc 
civilizations—an encounter from which the Syriac-Hellenic societies 
eventually sprang—the fusion that produced a ‘culture-compost’ had 
been preceded by a stage in which the Syriac Civilization had been the 
Hellenic Civilization’s satellite. In the relation between a satellite and 
the civilization into whose field it has been drawn, ‘pseudomorphosis’ 
has come into play in a number of other cases as well. 

For example, when the Iranian culture was drawn into the field of 
the Sjriac Civilization in the course of the Achaemenian age, one of the 
eventual results was a ‘pseudomorphosis’ on the linguistic plane in the 
shape of the Pehlevi language. In Pehlcvi, some words are written alpha- 
beucally in the Aramaic komSy but they are read as ideo|Tams standing 
for the corresponding words in Middle Persian.' On this lin^istic plane, 
in a later chapter of history, the Arabic language sueweded in penetrat¬ 
ing into New Persian more deeply.* But at this price the submerged 
Iranian culture succeeded, in its turn, in giving New Persian the status 
of a literary language that was able to hold its own gainst Arabic in the 
Perso-Turkish half of the Islamic World. Since an early stage in the 
decline of the ‘Abbasid Caliphate, the Islamic World has been articu¬ 
lated into two distinct cultural zones: an Iranic zone and an Arabic 
one. Since the sixteenth century of the Christian Era, Iran has reasserted 
its distinctive communal identity on the religious plane as well. In 
acquiescing in Shah Isma'il’s imposition of the Imami Shi’ite version of 
Islam on ^ new subjects, the Persians acquired a distinctive national 
religion of their own for the first time since their conversion to Islam 
from Zoroastrianism after the overthrow of the Sasanian regime.* 

of Hellenic philosophy itMlf ind, with h, of Hellenic ecience (mc p. 450, footnote a). 
There ii, howerer, one Hellenic element in Chriitienity—end thu at Chriitianinr’e 
core—which Iilam hu not taken over, but has, on the contrary, repudiated; and ihia 
it the deification of Jeaua and the cooie<)uent conception of the Godhead as beins a 
trinity- Muhammad and. following him, Itlam have given Jeaus the highest rank that it 
ia pouible to give Him without recognizing Him u b«^ cUvine or as being the last and 
greatest of the prophets. According to luamic doctrine, Jeaua ia the last and greateat 
of the prophets save for Muhammad, and miraclea are ascribed to Him which Muham¬ 
mad d^ not claim for htmaelf. Muoammad a 4 opted from the Monophyaite Cl^dan 
neighbours of the Arabia of hii dav the belief-branded by Orthodox Christiana as 
docetism—that the Passion was an illuiion, and that the figure nailed to the Crou was 
a aubetitute or a phantom, not Jeaua Himself (tec Qur'in, iv. 156 (Flu^I’a numbering^). 
It ta remarkable that Muhammad should ha^ made thb Monophyaite Christian beuef 
hit own, since the Mooophyaitea had been led to it by their thesii that Chriit's nature 
was exclusively divine, and by their agreemrat with the Jews and Greeks (t Cor. i. 23) 
in holding that it was inconceivable that a divine being should have sufferM death and, 
moreover, should have suffered it in a form devised as a punishment for criminal human 
beings. It might look at if Muhammad bad seen, in Jesus, a superhuman being. In 
Muhammad’s belief Jesus is supported by the spirit of holiness, or is himself a spirit 
from God (Qur’in, li. 81, tv. v. loa xxi. 91). Nevertheless, Muhammad reacted, 
just as stro^y as the Jews, against the Christian claim that Jesus is God. In Muslim 
eyes die deincatxon of Jesus ia Mrk (see L. Gsrdet and M.-M. Answati: Iniroduetion 
d la Thiologit MusvbnofH (Paris 194^ Vrin), p. 438): a bl^hemous association of one 
of God's creatures with God Himseu; the doctrine of the Trinity is polytheism. 

Thus the vein of Hell en is m goes Iw deep in Islam than it goa in Christianity, but 
at the same time ilispresent in Islam too. See abo pp. 451, with footnote i, 467,'and 471. 

> Sec pp. 43 ^ 4 - * See ibid. 

> The Arsb Muslim conquerors' Zoroastrian subjects seem to have bees converted to 
Itlam more readily and rapidly than tbeir Christian subjects. In the light of this, it is 
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Since the fifteenth century of the Christian Era, Islam has captured 
Indonesia. In this case the conversion has been accomplished by peaceful 
missionary enterprise, not by force of arms, and therefore has not pro¬ 
voked the militant opposition that it did arouse among Hindus in India. 
Nevertheless, Islam in Indonesia has not succeeded in supplanting, 
below the surface, the Indian culture—Hindu and Buddhist—which 
had been paramount in Indonesia for more than a thousand years before 
Islam’s arrival there. A present-day Indonesian Muslim reminds him¬ 
self of his Hindu cultural heritage by assuming a Sanskrit name in 
conjunction wth his Arabic one; and he celebrates the Prophet Muham¬ 
mad’s birthday (the MaaUd) by entertaining himself with puppet- 
plays in which the characters arc the heroes of the Mahabharata. Here 
we can watch the Indian culture, which the Indonesians have never 
ceased to cherish, breaking through an Islamic veneer. The Islamic 
surface of present-day Indonesian culture is, in fact, a ‘pseudomor- 
phosis’. But so, too, was the Indian culture which preceded Islam in 
Indonesia and the Malay Peninsula and which, in the Hinayanian Budd¬ 
hist version of it, is still paramount on the South-East Asian mainland in 
Burma, Thailand, and Cambodia. In South-East Asia the dissemination 
of Indian culture, like the later dissemination of Islam in the insular 
and peninsular parts of the region, was a peaceful process. But the 
Indian Civilization in South-East Asia experienced the same fortune 
that Islam experienced there later. The Indian Civilization, too, failed 
to supplant the previously prevailing local cultures. Below the surface 
these continued to hold their own. In South-East Asia the exotic forms 
of Indian architecture, art, and religion have been adapted to express 


a native South-East Asian content.* 

An example of 'pseudomorphosis' on an oecumenical scale is presented 
by the Western surface of the present-day world as a whole. The first 
non-Western societies to be Westernized were the Middle Amencan 
and the Andean. By now, they have been nominally Western and 
Christian for more than four hundred years. Yet today, in the highlands 
of Guatemala and on the Las Casas plateau in the adjoining corner of 
Mexico, one can sec Christian churches being used for the celebration 
of Pre-Christian rites by an unsophistitated peasantry. In Mexico 
City one can see the motifs and the spirit of the same Pre-Christian 
religion being resuscitated by sophisticated painters and sculptors trained 
in a Western school and usings Western technique. In the minds of th^ 
artists themselves this is conscious and deliberate archaism. But me 
artificially resuscitated Pre-Columbian religious art has a wmpclUng 
power of its own. In souls less sophisticated than those of its rcsusci- 
tators it might reactivate the ancient feelings and beliefs of which it is a 
potent symbol. In Mexico, as in Indonesia, we seem to be witneping me 
bankruptcy of a ‘pseudomorphosis’. The underlying reality is bre^ng 
through the veneer. In the history of the Westernization of Russia we 
can read the same story. Since the generation of Peterthe Great, Russian 
the more remwlublc tK«t Iran ahould have pref«rved it» cultural individuality ao 
tenaciously under an Arabic and lalatnic surface. . \ 

iSoc D. G. E. Hall: A History of South-East Ana (London 195S. MaenuUan), 

passim. 
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novelists, philosophers, and ideologists have been conforming outwardly 
to Western conventions, but, In Russian hands, the Western mould has 
yielded unmis taka bly Russian products.* If the Westernization of the 
World calls into existence an oecumenical civilization, we may expect to 
see this new world>wide culture start on a Western basis; but, in the 
light of such precedents as those just cited, we may also expect to sec 
the non-Westem elements below the surface eventually break through 
the Western crust. Spenglcr's concept of ‘pseudomorphosis' thxis seems 
likely to be ill umin ating for the new chapter of history on which man¬ 
kind is entering in our day. 

t See p. 538. 
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In the cross-references in this index, references tn small capitals (e.g. Arab 
Caliphate at the end of the heading ‘Abbasid Caliphate) are to other main 
headings, while references in ordinary type are to subdivisions of the same main 

heading. 


Aaron, the House of, 416 n. 

‘Abbasid Caliphate, the, 400,440,466, 
473. 476, s6a n., 67a; ses also Arab 
Caliphate. 

*Abd-al-MaUk, Caliph, 463. 

Abraham, 164, 220, 413, 414, 415, 
477. 478. 494- 

Abyssinia, 463, 554 ». 

Achad Ha'am, 66^ 

Achacans, the Peloponnesian, in the 
Hellenic Age, 63, 323. 

Achaeans, thalassocracy of the, in the 
Mycenaean Age, 19a. 

Achaemenian Empire, the: Alexander's 
conquest of, 17 n., 52, 91, 94«., 

ao5. 3*2. 387. 388, 401. 404. 

405. 433. 433. 434. 435. 438, 443 
and 443. 444, 449. 45*. 469, 
539 n.; antecedents of, 463: as heir 
of Neobabylonian Empire, 432; as 
one of a series of Empires based on 
the Tigris-Euphrates basin, 191, 
205, 432, 455, 466; Babylonia as 
centre of gravity of, 432, 455, 466; 
Babylonians, relations with, 312; 
bresdt-up of, ^01, 473; conununica- 
tions system m, 437, 474; deporta¬ 
tions by, 214-15; economic condi¬ 
tion of, 464: Egyptians, relations 
with, 312; establishment of, 210, 
40a, 435, 463; expansion of, 396, 
436 and n., 489; founders of, 455, 
456; Greece, relations with, 17 n., 
17a. 379. 384. 395, 403. 470, 635, 
671 n.; Greek mercenaries in, 470; 
htttorical records of, 464; inaur- 
rectiems against, aio; Jews, rela¬ 
tions with, 211, 396-7, 429, 484, 
485, 4911 languages used in, 398-9. 
432-4, 44*-3, 456, 464; non- 
territorial commumties, relations 
with, 215; qualities of character of 
Persians, 635; religion in, 86,404-^, 
438,462; scripts used by, 432; social 
and cultural fusion in, 430; suc¬ 
cessor-states of, 210, 309, 387, 403, 
434, 442 and 453, ^S; 
Sumero-Akkadian CiviUxatton, rela¬ 
tion to, 205, 432, 456; Syriac 
Civilization, relation to, 173, 174, 
205, 401, 404, 432: uncompleted 


work of, 404-s; water-control, 
436 n.; Western historians' views 
on, 463, 464; tee also under Arab 
Cauphats; Nbobabtlonian 
Empire; Syriac World: local 
states. 

Afoka Maurya, Emperor, 461. 

Artum, the Battle of (31 B.C.), 521. 

Adam, the first man, 41^ 

Adiabtoe, Kin^om of, 85-86, 211 n. 

Adon, Phoenician king, 398. 

Adonis, worship of, 420 n. 

Adrisnople, the Batde of (a.d. 378), 
193. 

Advertising, 56^-6. 

Aegean (I^noan-Helladic-Myce- 
naean) Civllizaticm, the, 555-6, 
557 and n., 560 n., 561 n.; see also 
MiNOAN - Helladic - Mycbnaean 

CiVIUZATTON. 

Aegean Sea, the, 582, 594. 

Aeschylus, 301 n., 489, 617. 

Aetolians, the, 63 n. 

Afghanistan, 459. 

Afrasis, pre-civilizational societies in, 
328 seqq. 

Africa; Central, 627, 632; cultural 
influences in, 544; partition of, 147; 
South, 627, 632. 

Agade, the Empire of, 173, 174, 191, 

304 433,455. 466. 

Agesilaus, King of Sparta, 470. 

Agia IV, King of Spam, 590 n. 

Agnosticism, 75 n., 98 and n., 313-14, 
482 n. 

Agrtcola, Gnaeus lulius, 389. 

Agriculture: as the essence of the 
Neolithic culture, 331, 33a; as a 
formative agent, 343; as Man’s 
primary source of lii^ihood, 200, 
204, 213; as a subsidiary source of 
livelihoM in its first stage, 333 and 
n.; division of labour in, 337; dif¬ 
ferent patterns of, in America and 
in Old World, 359; emergence of, 
in the Americas, 341, 342, 355-6 
and n.; fertilization, methoiu of, 
334. 336. 340, 35*; invention of, 
151 200, 329-35, 354, 374. 473; 

propagation of, 334,336and«.,339; 
public works in relation to, 338; 
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Agriculture {eont.). 
nun£all, dependence on, 334, 351, 

406, 420; reclamation of swamps 
tor, 33^; religious aspect of, 332- 
3 . 33 ^. 417. 430 «•. 4*4. 4S9; 
rewards of, 332; spiritual recession 
a consequence of, 338; static cha¬ 
racter of, 200; technological equip¬ 
ment for, 331, 333, 336, 359, 604; 
see also under Americas; China; 
Egyi»t; States: universal. 

Ague, Rabbi J. B., 28 n., 86 k., 87 
21 in., 238, 294n., 29511., 396, 

208 n., 300 n., 412 n., 478 479 n., 

4 M. 493 «•. 494 «•» S 03 «•. S04 «■» 

S14, 516 n., 581596 n., <97 n., 

617 n., 62a, 624 n., 627 n., 664-9. 

Agyrium, 386. 

AlMb, King of Israel, 395, 422, 425, 

427 , 428. 

Ahar, Kins of Judah, 424, 425. 

Ahuramazda, 85 and n., 435. 

Ajax, 639- 

Aluba, Rabbi, 480, 511. 

Akkadian language,^, 398,408,431, 

432, 456. 464, 560 n., 593 n. 

Akkadian script, the, iw, 408. 

Akkadians, the, 466, olM. 

Alaska, 358, 365. 

Albright, W. F., 19, 167 n., 289, 318, 

320 n., 337 n., 393 n., 394 n., 397 
398 n., 407-49 passim in footnotes, 

5^ R., 588 n. 

Alcuin of York, 206, 591. 

Aleppo, 410. 

Alexander Jannaeus, Hasmonaean 
King, soi, 502. 

Alexander, King of Epirus, 388. 

Alexander the Great: abortive empire 
of, 304 n.; colonies established by, 

387; conquests of, 17 ft., 52, 312, 

387, 401. 403, 4 ^, 45 ?» 460 
death of, 27 fi.; Hellenic-Iranian 
partnership, his dream of an, 452 
and n., 671 n.; India, his raid into, 

401: Italy, his possible invasion of, 

388^; officers of, 123, 452-3 n.; 
pass^ of Hellespont, his, 157,470; 
Persians, his relations with, 452, 

635, 671 n.; successors of, 373, 391, 

45a R., 522; tnmsfonnation of world 
situation by, alleged, 16, 462; tee 
also under Achaemenian nMPiBB. 

Alexander Romance, the, 250-1. 

Alexandria, Hasmonaean Queen, 500, 

501. 

Alexandria-on-Nile: Jews in, 483; 
library of, 123-14; patriarchates 
457 - 

Algeria, 307, 627, 629. 

Alphabets: Arabic, 394,434; Aramaic, 


393 i 397 » 398, 399 and n., 418 n., 
430-1. 43a. 433 . 434 . «2, 456; 

— variations on, 443; Canaanite 
experiments with, 407-S; Coptic, 
448-9; Cuxnaean, 559 invention 
of, 4 io-*i. 41*; Pehlevi, 445; 
Phoenician, 106, 394,407, 412, 423, 
449. 55* principles of, 407. 

Altree, W., 9«., ar n., 154, 170 
276 202, 203, 247 266, 267, 

573 «• 

'Amamah, tall-al-, archives at, 57, 
409 «. 

Amazon River, the, 342. 

Ambrose, Saint, 625 and n. 

America: Latin, 195, aio, 544, 545, 
553 «•. North—Formative stage of 
culture in, 34a, 368 n.; — Great 
Plains, the, 320 n.; — Indians, 
328 R., 329 fl., 469. 615; — opening 
up of, 524; —settlement of, by 
Europeans, 328 n. — transmissionid 
role not played by, 360; — see also 
Canada; United States op 
America; Nuclear, 359, 360, 594; 

— tee also Middle A.mbiuca; Peru. 

Americaa, the: agriculture in, 341, 

342, 355 ”^ 359 *. archaeo¬ 

logical evidence for cultures and 
dvilizations in, 355 h., 356, 357, 
358,361,365 andn., 366-7; cultural 
dmusion question of, 360, 

362, 364; discovery of, 41a, 474; 
Mt human occupants of, 357-8, 
365; Polynesia, contact with, 362-3; 
pre-civilizstiona! cultures in—art 
olf 363: — Asian cultural elements 
in, 360, 361, 363;—dating of, 
5 S«-. 358, 361, 369 and «.; — 
ig Culture, affinity with, 363; 

— stages of, 340 - 3 . 355 . 3S8, 269; 

— s^les of, 359; Pre-Columbian 
civilisations—gradual development 
of, 369, 374; —independent origin 
of, 35 ^. 360, 365, 374 , 594-55 — 
Old World Civilizations, resem¬ 
blance of, to, 374:—shipbuilding 
in, 362; —pre-dviUzational cul¬ 
tures, idstion of, to, 374; — 
urbanism in, 370 n. ; Pre-(^lumbian 
cultural relations with Old World, 
question of, 340, 345, 357-^5. 
S94”5» olso Andean Civiuza- 
TiON; Middle America; Middle 
American Ciyilization; Peru. 

Ammianua Marcellinus, 391. 

Ammonites, the, 393, 395, 397 n., 
410, 414, 427, 477, 489. 49a- 

Amon, King of Judah, 425. 

Amorites, the, 428 and n., 419 r., 
466. 
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Amos, the Prophet, 437, 429 nnd n., 
489, 490 «., 493 515. 

Amun, worship of, 82, 118 n., 415 
441; rM also Re. 

Analogy, 30“34» n?. 

‘Anach Bethel, a divinity associated 
with Yahweh at Elephantine, 428. 

Anatolia, 17911., 193, 194, aoi, 204, 
336388, 392, 393, 399, 418, 
426-7 and 432, 470, 491. 496, 
540. 556, 593. 

Anawati, M.-M., 450 n., 67211. 

Ancients and Modems, the Rattle of 
the, 18, I2S, 530, 531, 635. 

Andean Civilization, the: archaeo> 
logical evidence for, 355, 369, 594, 
613; art of, 370 «., 37a; breakdown 
of, 613, 614, 616: Bronze Age in, 
614; (^endar, absence of, in, 370; 
Classic stage of culture in, 337 n., 
33811., 355, 369-73, 613, 616; con¬ 
tinuity of. 170; cultunu configura¬ 
tion of, 367 ttqq .; cultural diffusion 
from, 357 and n.; cultural pro¬ 
vinces of, 367-8: cultural style of, 
3 SSi 367 » 368, 371; disturbances in, 
371: environment, physical, of, 
367 genesis of, 337 345 . 355 - 

7, 370 It.; growth of, 614; hiatoncal 
records of, 59^; hypothetical resis¬ 
tance to Spaniards at earlier stage 
of history, 614-15; Incas as march- 
men of, 311; inter-regional inter¬ 
action in, 368; irrigation in, 370, 
373; local states, wars between, 173, 
614; metallutw in, 370; Middle 
American Civilization—cultural in¬ 
fluence from, 345; — gcomphical 
continuity with, absence o^ 367; — 
resemblances and differences, 366- 
7. 369. 370. 374; militarism in, 
370-4; non-literacy of, 275, 370; 
politiod power, concentration of, 
373 > political unity achieved in, 
* 73 . * 95 . *98. 2^. 373; Post¬ 
classic stage of culture in, 355, 370, 
37 *. 373; pre-civilizational cultures, 
relation to, 337 338 n., 340, 34a, 

355-6; rationalization, process of, 
185; regional differences in, 368, 
369; religion in, 488; satellites of, 
560 and n., 5^; specialization in, 
337 n.; technological inventions in, 
357 n.; Tiahuanicoid horizon of, 
37*. 37a. 6*3 J urbanism in, 371, 
372; see also Inca Empire: Peru. 

Anderle, O. F., 6, 28 n., 38 40 n., 

43 «-. 43-44 «•. 46 , 99 «.. 246 
147 «., 248 274 «•. 289 »•. 40s n., 

547 n., 5480., 63311., 643-4. 

645 »»•. 646, 649, 650, 651, 655. 


Angels, 564, 566-7, 568. 

Angramainyush, 85 n., 435. 

Animals: domestication of, 330, 331, 
332, 333 . 336, 352, 354 . 359 . 394 
412,422,467; traction, use for, 336, 

337. 

Anthropology, iiz, 113, 120, 12911., 
132 and n., 226, 272-3 273, 289, 

292, 569. 587, 599 «•. 601-2 and n., 
604. 

Antigonus I Monophthalmus, 453 n. 

Antioch, patriarchates of, 457-8. 

Antiochus III, the Great, Seleucid 
King, 387. 388. 

Antiochus IV, Epiphanes, Seleucid 
King, 477 . 480, 483, 486 498. 

Antipater of Tarsus, 445 n. 

Antisemitiam, 597 and n., 624 n. 

Anyang, 112-13 n. 

'Apathetic Fallacy’, the, 32-33 n., 255. 

Apis, worship of, 441. 

'Aqabah, the Gulf of, 394 fl., 406, 420. 

Arab Caliphate, the: Achaemenian 
Empire, relation of, to, 196, 401, 
404, 405 and «., 434 . 443 «•. 455 . 
456; antecedents of, 400; as one of 
a aeries of empires based on Tigris- 
Euphrates basin, 191, 455, 466; as 
reaction against Hellenism, 466-7: 
as successor-state of Roman Empire, 
466; barbarian invaalona of, 400; 
break-up of, 458; capitals of, suc¬ 
cessive, 466; duration of, 205; 
establishment of, 400, 455; expan¬ 
sion of, 463,466,467,469; founders 
of, 455: languages used in, 463; 
Musiun minority in, 475-6, 562 n.; 
non-Arab subjects, relations with, 
453 . 461 n.. 463, 47 *. 473 . 476 , 
672 and ft.; Roman Empire, resem¬ 
blance to, 400; Syriac Civilization, 
relation to, 455. 

Arab states, national aspirations of, 

583- 

Arabia: change m economic value of, 
147; communications in, 39411.: 
eruptions of peoples from, 397 n., 
415, 418 and 419, 422, 465. 466, 
469; horsemanship in, 469; military 
equipment and training introduced 
into, 469; progressive penetration 
of, by influences of civilization, 
*7 «•. 449 . 467-9. 

Arabic language, the, 397, 434 . 459 . 
463, 464 and 544. 578, 59a, 593 . 
507, 67a. 

Arabic Muslim Civilization, the, 169, 
170 n., 459, 547, 550, 672. 

Arabs, the Primitive Muslim: as re¬ 
acting agaimt Hellenism, 453; con¬ 
quests of—in Roman Empire, 17 n.. 
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Arabs, the Primitive Muslim (cent.). 

378, 397. 400, 40*, 403. 405. 
453 n., 46a, 463. 466, 469. 470. 
471;—>in Ssstnisn Empire, 17R., 
b 8, an, aia, 400, 434, 446, 46a, 

463, 466, 4^, 470 » 47 ». 539 "-. 
67a n.; eruption of, out of Arabian 
Peninsula, 465, 466, 469; political 
unity achie^ by, 473: requisites 
for military ascendancy possessed 

by, 469. 

Aramaeans, the: Assyna, relations 
with, 39 S. 397 - 8 , 411, 431; erup¬ 
tion of, out of Arabian Penimula, 
397 R., 4x5, 418 and 4x9, 4aa, 
465-6; Hittites, relations with, 4ax; 
in diaspori, 3^; mythology of, 
439 n .; penettation of, mto Sumero- 
AJ^dian World, 410, 43X, 466: 
Phoenictan alphabet borrow^ and 
adapted by, 423; settlement of, in 
Syria, 397 «•, 409 . 4 io, 4 * 7 , 4*8; 
states founded by, racial and politi¬ 
cal \inity, tbeir sense of, 427-8; 
success of, as traders, 398. 

Aramaic language, the, 393, 397 " 9 . 
399 R., 410, 421, 423, 428, 429, 
43 ^ 1 , 43a, 433. 434 . 44 t, 44 *. 
443 and r., 445, 451, 452, 456, 461, 

464, 479 , 48s, Soo, 67a. 
Araucanians, the, 615. 

Arberry, A. J., 450 n. 

Archaeology: carbon>X4 testa, 334, 

35 S"., 356, 3S8, 361, 265 n., 

369 and fl,, 370 R., 371, 373, 6x3 n.; 
educadonal effect of, on non- 
Westem peoples, 113, 530R.: 

fuhions in, 556; need for, X39; 
progress of di^very by, 112-13, 
a 74 , 407, 413 4 * 7 . 547 - 8 , 550, 

55a. 554 . 555 . 556, 585. 595 . 597 . 
600 R., 603; ultimate purpose of, 
19; res <2U0 under ClviLlzaTlOttS: 
dead; History; and under names of 
civilizations. 

Archaic cultures of die Americas, the, 
* 5 *. 3*8 R., 333 «•. 340. 34 *. 34 * 
and R., 343, 355, 360 and R., 367, 

389. 

Archelaus, King of Macedon, 386. 
Argentina, 560 n. 

Ar^os, 78, 323. 

Anan Christianity, 172, 471. 
Aristeides, Publiua Acliua, 3x2. 
Aristobulus, Hasmonaean I^ng, 502 n. 
Aristoteliantsm, 177. 

Aristotle: 185 r., x^, 227-8, 607 r.; 
Poetics quoted on poetry and history, 
18. 

Aijuna, 639, 640. 

Armenians, the, 4x7, 554 r. 


Armillas, P., 37 * »• 

Arnold, Matthew, 272 n. 

Arnold, T. W. (Sir Thomas), 463 n. 

Arrest, the phenomenon of, 553-4. 

Arrian (Flavius Arrianus) of Nico- 
media, 251. 

Araadds, the, 445-6 ; see also Parthian 
Empirr; Parthians. 

Art, 77, 78, 79 . 8a, 102, 1x2 n., 291-2, 
600 and R., 6x9, 658, 659, 662, 663, 
671. 

Artuerxes I and 11 , Achaemenian 
Emperors, 484-5 r. 

Ardiur, King, 251. 

Arvad (Aradus), 396. 

Aryas, the, x8a, 402, 629 r. 

Arzawa, 6x6. 

Ascalon, 396. 

Ashdod, 3^. 

Asher, Israelite tribe of, 409 n., 410, 
422. 

Ashen, the goddess, 424. 

Asir, 393. 

Asshur, 1x8 H., 3^, 492, 493, 498. 

Asshurbanipal, King of Assyria, 560 r. 

Assyria, 303, 466. 

Assyrian Empire, the: Arabs, relations 
with, 465; Aramaic culture pro- 
mot^ by, 398; atrociousness of, 
424, 628: b^barians, pressure of, 
on, 4x1; conquests of, 2x1, 395, 
396. 397 , 400, 404, 409. 4 **, 4 * 8 , 
427, 428, 429, 430, 431, 436, 438, 
439 . 448. 460. 489, 49 *. 49a; 
deportations by, 2x4-15, 399, 428, 
431, 43b, 439 , 448. 489, 49 *, 496 
reqg., 5x7; ^ of, 396: historical 
records of, 660-1; languages used 
in, 398, 44a; law of, 424; range of, 
436; rdigion in, 492; role of, in 
SyriK World, 173, 174, 191, 297, 
396-8, 400, 401, 404; Scythians, 
rdadons with, 260; successor-states 
of, 173; Syrian states, conflict with, 
395-b and n., 409, 422; see also 
wider Aramaeans. 

Assyrians, the, 4x7, 626. 

Astrology, 33-34. 

Astronomy, 49 “SO, 55 604, 605; 

see also Copsrnican iSfEORY; 
Ptolemaic Theory. 

Adxaliah, Queen of Judah, 428. 

Athana Chaldoecua, 489. 

Athene PoUOchua, 78, 82, 468, 489. 

Atheno-Peloponneaian War, the Great 
(431-404 B.C.), 156, X57, 17a, 378, 
379 . 381, 385, Sao. 

Athens: allies, relations with, 636; as 
commercial centre of the Aegean, 
380; as a possible uniffer of the 
Hellenic World, 312, 375, 379, 383, 
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38S; as a tyrant city, 636; chauvi¬ 
nism of, 426; citizenship in, 381-2; 
cultural achievement of, 636; eco¬ 
nomic revolution at, in seventh 
centiiry b.c., 490-x; empire of, 
379-80, 381-a; enterprisingness of, 
variations in degree of, 323-4; 
Hellenic history seen &om stand¬ 
point of, 635-6; law of, 379-80; 
narrow-heartedness of, 3^, 381-a, 
383; public monuments of, 636, 
671 n.; Sparta, relations with, 384, 
395. 47 «. 636; withdrawal-and- 
retum of, 265. 

Atlantic Ocean, discovery of the, 4x2. 

Atomic energy, 526, 535, 570. 

Atomic science, 35,107,117, 309,579, 
619, 633, 663. 

Atomic warfare, 5, 113, X38, 139, 209, 
2x5. 308, 309, 518-19, 522, 523, 
S24, 525. 526, 527. S3S, 569-70. 
S7T, S9X n., 604, 608, 610, 628. 

Atonism, 415 494. 

Atreus, 251. 

Augustine, Saint, bishop of Hippo, 
229, 570, 651 656. 

Augustus (C. lulius Octavianua), 190, 
378, 382, 391, 4O0»., 521, 618,619, 
635. 

Ault, W. O., 45 587 n. 

Aurelian (L. Domitius Aurelianus), 
Roman Emperor, 207. 

.Australia, 216. 

Australian aborigines, rite, 329 
604. 

Avesta, the, 436 445. 

Avestan language, the, 464. 

Axe, the ground-stone, 331, 336. 

Axtec Empire, the: as an abortive 
universal state, 173, 195, 206, 311, 
374; atrociousness of, 374, 614, 
628; expansion of, 210, 372, 374. 
614; notary equipment, inade¬ 
quacy of, 614, 615; religion of, 65, 
66; social life under, 374. 

Aztecs, the, 366, 626. 

Baal Berith, worship of, at Sbechem, 

4i4n., 420n. 

Baal, the Phoerucian god, worship of, 
in Israel and Judah, 424, 425, 427; 
see also Mblkart. 

Babi movement, the, 97. 

Babylon, 82; First Dynasty of, 19X, 
4*1. 

Babyloma: 346 n., 416, 470; Achae- 
menian conquest of, 437; Akkadiw 
as language of business records in 
Axhaemenian and Seleucid ages, 
464; art in, 411; as centre of gravity 
of Achaemenian Empire and 


'Abbasid Caliphate, 432, 455, 464; 
as Deutero-Iaaiah’s possible 
mission-field, 437 and n.; astrology 
Ixx, 33-^34; barba^ns, pressure 
on, 41X; Cbxddaeans, relations with, 
431; Hellenic regime in, 434; 
languages of, 442, law in, 424; 
mythology in, 439 n.; Parthian con¬ 
quest of, 433; religion of, 428, 445, 
492, 493; Roman Empire, relation 
to. 453 »•: res also tmder Acuae- 
MBNUN Empire; Jews; Neo- 

BABYLONIAN EMPIRE. 

Babylonic Civilization: independent 
existence, question of, 174, 287 

547, 550, 560 n.; universal state of, 
X 73 - 4 - 

Bactria, 401, 40a, 45a, 464. 466. 

Badarians, the, 330, 336. 

Bagby, Philip: 43 «•. Son., 6 yn., 
72 n., 73 «., 133 »•* X 5 o«-. X 73 . 
175 n., 190 n., 204, 246 n., 247 n,, 
248 254 n., 256 n., 269 n., 282 n., 

292, 445 . 454 , 457 , 461 n., 554, 
561 599 n., 608, 609 n.; anthro¬ 

pological methods of. 601, 60211.: 
author of article in Times Literary 
Supplement, 63 n., 573 ».; Culture 
and History quot^, ii R., f2 and 
R., 28, 29, 40 R., SI R., 54 R., 60 R., 
61 fl., 6a R., 63 R., 65 R., 67 73, 

76-77, 81 n., 92 H., 1x5 R., 120, 125 , 

127,128,13a n., x6o, x66,168,172, 
223 , 241 R., 271 R., a 9 t- 2 , 325 n., 

548, 593 «•, 644; death of, 6^-5 n.; 
determinism of, 305; defiiutions 
proposed by, 224-5. 272, 273, 275, 
276, 277: distinction between A^ 
of Faith and Age of Reason, hxs, 
X72,185 and R. ; distinction between 
major and secondary civiluatioxu, 
his, 552 and b.; list of civilizations, 
his, 592 r.; on art styles, apx-a; on 
cities, 276, 277; on Question, 578; 
on historical causation, 157-8; on 
individuals* role in history, 125, 
126-8; on a ‘Near Eastern' Civiliza¬ 
tion, ^R., 90, 92 - 93 . 185 R., 457 , 
460; on poMibility of prediction in 
human aimrs, 240 r.; on regulari¬ 
ties, 168 R.; on religion, 54-55 »•. 
89 seqq., 599 R.; on self-determina¬ 
tion, 316; on society, 271 n.; on 
A. J. To:^bee’s disservice to the 
study of civilizations, 644; on Vico, 
587 n.; plan of operatiems, his, 8$, 
601; use of models, his, 172, 185, 
586, 587. 

Baghdad, 466. 

Ba^’i movement, the, 97, 2x2. 

Bailey, A- G., 27 r,, 140, 535 «• 
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Balance of power, the. 523, 525. 

Balkan PenimuU, the, 391. 

Balliol College, C^rd, 623. 

Bantu, the, 307, 3 » 9 «- 

Banu Gha^n, the, 466. 

Baqa', the, azo. 420. 

Bar Cochbah, $11. 

Barbarians: adoption of alien culture 
in heretical form by, 87 n., 155,172, 
185, 47®“t; M proletarians, 3C^; 
assimilation by civilizations, resis¬ 
tance to, 155: attraction of, tov^^rds 
civilization, 155; break-through by, 
z86, 400; creativity of, 172, 185; 
pressure of, on frontiers of uni¬ 
versal states, 200, 2o8; set also under 
Chika; Hbllekic Civiuzation. 

Bar GaVah, King of Kstka, 425, 427. 

Barker, Sir Ernest, 9 n., 37 a., 67 n,, 
z6z n., 167, z68n., 229, 231, 232, 
233, 247 a., 270, 290, 573 n., S 74 
and n., 587 n., 588 n., 607 609 n., 

610 n., 618, 619, 630 635, 636, 

637. 638, 646. 

Bames, H. £., 39 a., loi n., 131 n., 
161 n., 16s S99 n., 651 653. 

Baron, S. W.. 490 n., 50a n., 503 ». 

Bat Cave, 356, 368 n. 

Bates, M. S., 38 r., 156,170 207 n., 

574 "• 

Baudet, H., too n., 244, 245 n., 247 n., 
250 R., 376, 607 n., 609 R., 617 R., 
651 aiid R., 653. 

Baumgartel, E. J., 174 n., 330 and r., 
336 and R., 346 R., 347 * 

Bayrut, 378, 379. 

Beard, Charles A., 13, 30 r., 37 a., 
167 a43 "• 

Becker, H., 149 r. 

Becket, Saint Thonus, 162. 

Bede, the Venerable, 106, t6i, 218, 
MX, 648. 

Betustan, trilingual inscription at, 43a. 

Behring Straits, the, 358. 

Benedict, Saint, 264, 533 r. 

Bennett, W. C., 337 338 «■. 34 t 

356 R., 167 R., 368 fl., 37X R., 372 R. 

Berbers, the, 397, 400. 

Bergson, Henri, 149 r., 253, 568 a. 

Bex^vitz, £., 86 n., 87 r., 131 r., 238, 
344 , » 93 - 5 , 297 R., 298 R., 299. 


503 R., so 5 «', 513fl., 514-iS, 568, 
590. 599 R., 597 R*» 909 R., 622 and 
R., 624 R., 627. 

Bemicia, the Kingdom of, azo r. 
Bethel, 409 n., 422 n., 428. 
Bethshean, 40S r., 409 n. 

B^ce Sultan, 556. 

Bias, 53 re^g., 60 r., 161, 187, 482. 
Biology, 107, 146, 255, 259 a., 604, 
60s. 


Bird, J. R., 337338«., 341 r., 
356 R., 397 368 R., 371 R., 372 R. 

Birks, G. A., 43 R., 55 n., 224, 269 n. 

Birth-rate, control of the, 208-9. 

Biahko, J., x6x R., 247 R. 

Bismaick, Prince O. E. L. von, 290. 

Bit Adini, 305, 398, 410. 

Black Sea, 336 r. 

Biackmur, R. P., z, 574 n. 

Blake, William, 639. 

Boas, Franz, 599 a. 

Boeotians, the, 63 r., 323, 386, 636. 

Boethius, A. M. S., Plulosophiae 
Consoiatio quoted, 535-6. 

Boghazqal'eh (Khattuial), 616. 

Borhegyi, S. F. dc, zsan., 37©-z n., 
373 ft. 

Borkenau, F., 54 r., Z74R., 24t r., 
255 , 358 R., 338 R., 447 . 460 R., 
481 R., 528 a., 549 . 568 R., 59Z R., 
598 R., 609 R. 

Borneo, 604. 

Botany, 167, 169, 170, 229, 23Z. 

Dow, tlM composite, 360, 363. 

Bracdolini, Poggio, 607. 

Brahmi, 49. 85 aztd r., zoz. 

Brahman, 85 r., zoz. 

Brahman caste, the, tee under India. 

Braidwood, R. J., 275, 321 r., 329 r., 
330 33a R., 334 . 336 R., 337 and 

R., 338 R., 339 R., 354 and R., 358. 

‘Brain-washing', 564. 

Braithwaite, R. B., 23 n., 24 r., 25 r., 
28 R., 42 R., 230 R. 

Brazil, 340. 

Breasted, J. H., 95 n., Z84, 185, 550, 
? 57 - 

Backs, the use of, 339, 346, 348. 

Brinton, Crane, 5 n., zoor., zoz r., 
Z4Z R., 243 n., 5x9 R., 600 R., 65Z n., 
656. 

Britain, Roman conquest of, 389-90. 

British Empire, the, 523, 545, 6zo. 

British Israelites, the, 623, 6^n. 

Bronze, invention and use of, 336, 
353 , 354 , 357 «., 359 , 604. 

Bronze Am, the, Z26, t88 n., 335, 339, 
352, 4M and r., 409 r. 

Bro^, Rupert, t47. 

Browne, L. E., 463 r. 

Browning, Robeit, 254. 

Bryan, G. M., 651 r. 

Buchdahl, G.,43 r., 166 r. 

Buckle, H. T., 45 r., 325 r. 

Buddha, the, see Gautama. 

Buddhism: Ch'an ( 2 ^), Z77 n., 

178 R.; epiphany of, 88, 461; 
Hmaytma — as a fossil, 293. 298; ~ 
doctrine, statement of, 219; — local 
monopoly of, 22t r., 298, 673; — 
scriptures of, 461, 594; — spiritual 
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exercises of, 298; Hinduism’s 
victory over, in India, 402; images, 
use of, 183; Lamaistic Tantric 
Mahayanian, 88, 221 n., 293, 298, 
307, 561 n.i Mahayana aristo¬ 
cratic influence on, in South C^ina, 
178n.; — as a chrysalis, 95 n., 169; 
— as a proletarian movement, 176 
andn.;—bodhisattvas, 183,219-20, 
617, 621, 624-5, 637; — decline of, 
in China, i8o»>,203 n.; — epiphany 
of, 94 andn., 182;—peasantry, rela¬ 
tions with, in North China, 176 n., 
177 n., 203 n.; —persecution of, 178 
and ».;—role of, in Eastern Asia, 90, 
*76, X77i 178. x8i, 182,183, 203 n., 
206, 221, 551; — source of inspira¬ 
tion of, 176; —state, relations with, 
in China, 177 n.; missionary work 
of, 511; political impact of, 461; 
primitive elements in, 221 n.; pro¬ 
pagation of, 164, 176, 463; reJation 
to container-civilization, 89 reM., 
218, 221, 222; Sangha, the, 218; 
secular purposes, diversion to, 88; 
self-hood, extrication from, 83,108; 
tolerant spirit of, 99, 221-2; uni¬ 
versality of mission of, 222; tec alto 
Gautama. 

Bulgaria, 540, 542. 

Bullock, Alan, 15, 43 n. 

Buraymi oasis, the, 147. 

Burckhardt, Jacob, 50 n. 

Burgundians, the, 471. 

Buriats, the, 543. 

Burma, 207 n., 673. 

Bum, A. R., 38 45 ft., 126, 151 n., 

IS4. ISS. X56, *40 *49 *56"., 

329 407 n-, 4*a. 438, 548 «•, 

598 n., 641 645. 

Bury, J. B., 464 «• 

Bushmen, the, 329 n. 

Bushnell, G. H. S., 341 n., 357 n., 
368 n., 371 n. 

Butterfield, Herbert, 50 n. 

Byblos, 346, 396, 409 and n., 426. 

Bykhovsky, B., 282, 283, 538 and 
546 n. 

Byzantine Civilization, the, 163, 164: 
sec alto Orthodox Christian 
Civilization. 

Caetnni, Prince L., 469 n. 

Catllois, R., 646. 

Calmu^, the, 561 rt. 

Calvinists, the, 96, 570. 

Cambodia, 293 n., 073. 

Camel, the, 394 4 **. 4**. 467- 

Cameron, M. E., 170 177n., 179»., 

2o8 ti . 

Canaanite language, the, 390, 397 and 


398, 407 408 and 410,412, 

417, 418 «., 419, 423 and n., 442, 
448, 452; see also Hebrew Lje<- 
guaob. 

Canaanites, the: Aramaic language 
adopted by, 410; Assyrian conquest 
of, 398; city-states of, 323; colonies 
planted by, 389; culture ot, 3^, 410, 
423; eruption of, out of Arabia, 466; 
experiments of, with alphabets, 
407-8; Israelites, relations with, 
413 n., 417, 4x8, 420, 422, 502; 
Judahites, relations with, 420; loss 
of territory to alien invaders, 418- 
19,50a; maritime enterprise of, 323; 
music of, 448; mytholo^ of, 439 n .; 
religion of, 397 , 4 i 7 , 4 * 9 “ao 4 *i, 

448, 482 ft., 489, 49a; see also Car¬ 
thage; Phoenicians. 

Canada, 606. 

Cannae, the Battle of (216 b.c.), 385. 

Capitalism, 541, 625, Mi. 

Capsian Culture, the, 330. 

Capua, 381, 384 - 5 « 

Carchemish, 409, 418 n. 

Carians, the, 419. 

Carmona, 41a n. 

Cameades of Cyrene, 445 n. 

Carnot, Lazare Nicolaa Marguerite, 
522. 

Carolingian Empire, the, 193,194,195, 
196, 201, 204 

Carthage, 381, 386, 387, 389, 390, 
39^1 397» 41* n., 421, 424; see also 
Phoenicians; Romano-Punic 
Wars. 

Caspian Gates, the, 436, 437, 445 - 

Catholic Church, the: ambi^ent 
attitude of, towards Hellenism, 467; 
as a chrysalis, 153, 169, 172, 176, 
x8s, 4 S 7 , 476, 548: early history of, 
176, 185 Greek Fathers of, 393; 
schism into Eastern Orthodox and 
Western Roman Catholic, 451 n., 
458; source of inspiration of, 176; 
see also ‘Mblchitb’ Church ; Roman 
Catholic CmmcH. 

Cadin, George, 255, 256 n., 290 n. 

Causation, 157^, 262,288 andn., 654. 

Caution, 640 scm. 

Celsua, the aumor of Logos Alithts, 


17 n. 

Ceylon, 207 n., 351 n. 

Chalcidians, the, 323. 386. 

Chalcolithic cultures, the, 150, 280, 
336 n., 337 343, 348, 353. 

Chaldsesns, the, 3ir, 397 n., 418 
43 *. 465- 

Challenge-and-Rcsponse: as an an¬ 
thropomorphic image, 255; as the 
drama of encounters, 237 n., 256-7, 
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ChsUenge-tnd-Response (cont.). 

268; asamythiolpatted 146, 252, 
25 S~ 6 > 262; Atomic ^e. challenge 
ot, 143; biblical origin of idea, 
H 5 "•» *S 4 " 5 » biology in rela» 
tion to, 255; blows, challenm of, 
256; chrys^ metaphor in ruation 
to, 262; criticism of concept, 258 
defective challenges, 261, 
26a; deportarion, challenge of, 437-8, 
480-1, 489, 496; desiccation, chal¬ 
lenge of, 328, 339, 340, 356, 600 ft.; 
dominant minority, challenge from, 
263: excessive challenges, 260, a6i, 
26a; freedom the essence of, 261, 
26a, 288 and ft., 32s, 326; God as 
the challenger. 255-8; golden mean, 
the, a6i, 262; incuviduals make the 
response, 239 n.; identical chal¬ 
lenges, 257, 250, 260-1, 262, 316 
ttgq.; Industrial Revolution, chal¬ 
lenge of, 324; Marxian version of 
theory of, 641 n.; not a sp^es of 
cause and effect. a6i; pei^zation, 
challenn of, 256; physical environ¬ 
ment, challenge of, 255,25 8,3 x 6-26; 
pressures, challenge of, 256; primae¬ 
val forest, challenge of, 260; psy¬ 
chological challenM, 126, 136, 
30X-2; range of, 261; river valleys, 
challenge of, 3x7-23; 'salvational’ 
origin m concept, 652,654; success¬ 
ful responses, 259-^, 262, 268; 
successive challenges, 268; sugges- 
tivenesa of conc^t, 43, 651 n.; 
swamps, challenge of, 349; unpre¬ 
dictability of responses, 257, 259, 
260; variations on theme of, 249; 
Western Mediterranean, challenge 
of opening-up of the, 323-4; with- 
drainl-and-retum in ration to, 
264. 

Chaudhuri, N. C., 170 n. 

Chan«, 4x3, 440, 447, s8o, 664. 

Chao Dynasty, the, 176 n. 

Chsrlemsme, 175, 193. 

Charles V Hapsburg, West Roman 
Emperor, sax. 

Charles XII, King of Sweden, 537. 

Chase, R. V., 28 n., 140,5^ n., ^5 n. 

Chavin Culture, the, 355 357 and 

«•. 364, 369. 37 »• 

Chemoeh, woralup of, 297, 426, 489, 

494 - 

Ch’i (Ts’i) Dynasty, the, in South 
Chma, X94. 

Ch'i (Ts’i) State, the, in Shantung, 
3 «. 35 *- 

Chicago, 554 n. 

Chichimec^the, 37a, 558. 

Childe, V. G., 204 n., 274 «•. » 77 , 3»o, 


328 n., 329 It., 331 n., 334 336 M., 

337 «•» 338 «.,339 «• 

Chile, 340, 560 n. 

Chirod Empire, the, 373. 

Chin (Tsin) Dynasty, frie United, 178, 

x88^ 202. 

Ch’in (Ts’in) Empire, the; as a univer¬ 
sal state, X73, 175 and n., 180, 183, 
189, 190, X95, 196, 309, 310, 311, 
3x2; centralisation and bureau¬ 
cracy in, 6x8; duration of, 304; 
establishment of, 202, 2x0, 312; 
expansion of, 20a; fall of, 202, 210, 
312, 618; subjects’ hostility to¬ 
wards, 312; universality of, 310. 

Ch’in (Ts’in) State, the pre-imperial, 
social and economic revolution in, 
202 . 

Ch’in Stub Hwang-ti, 189, 190, 192, 
102, 210. 

China: agriculture in, 334, 336 and n., 
348. 349 ,351. 354 ; M « geographical 
uiut, 233; barbanana, relations of, 
with, 123, 176178, 170 andn., 
310; break in continuity of history, 
question of, 169-70, 176 i8t, 
185-6, 206,287 ft .: Bronze-Age cul¬ 
ture in, 353,354,359; civil service in, 
560; claim of, to rule whole World, 
188 n.; Communist regime in, 187, 
ao 6 and «., 207, »o 8 , 532, J 43 » 544. 
626; Confucian gentry, role of, in, 
123, 178-80, 183, 189, 202, 203 
and n., ao6; 'Contending States’, 
period of the, 173,189, 608; cosmic 
rhythm, its thwry of, 188, 199, 
255 n.; creativity, rite peak of. i^; 
critical methods in, 112; cultural 
unity in, 189; domestic animsls in, 
^52 tnd n., 354; dynastic histories 
in, 123, i87;econofniccondttionsin, 
202, 203; economic configuration at 
present day, 348-50; education in, 
’classical', 187, x88, 548, sti, 575, 
578; examirutions, system of, 180 n., 
187,190; floods and famines in, 203; 
Grest Wall of, the, 350; history of, 
traditional presentation of, 189 {<99., 
< 95 ,197^, 206, 349; Kuomintang, 
the, 544; literature of, 349, 35 x; 
Mancdxu regime in, 187, x88, 189, 
202, 203, 311, 551; 'inandate of 
Heaven’, myth of, 204-5; migra- 
tiona in, cultural effects of, 179 n .; 
Mongol regime in, 164, 179, 188, 
*94. 3**; naturalism in, 255x1.; 
NeoUmic cultures in, 352, 353, 354; 
Nestoritn Christians in, 554x1.; 
North and South—coeicisting em¬ 
pires in, 194; — differing oStures 
in, 179x1.; oracle bones found in. 
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3 S». 353 . 557 ; philosophy, schools 
of, 109, 202; physio^phy of, 
3^^52: Portuguese ships, arrival 
of, in, 164; pottery in, 352-4; power, 
increase of, in twentieth century, 
525; Pre-Confudan states in, 521; 
raoiation of culture to, 354; re* 
naissances in, 185; revolution in 
(a.d. 191X), 179, 187, 189, 206; 
single-track chart of history applied 
to, 164; South, as a dtadel, 178-9 
and n.;—'tee also abovt North; 
swamps, reclamation of, in, 349, 
351; symbolism, system of, in, 
136^; technology, neglect of, in, 
203; treaty-ports in, 202; U.S.S.R., 
relations with, 543; unity and 
disunity, bouts of, in, 175, 187-90, 
199 n., 206, 210, 304; war, increase 
in means of, for making, 154; war 
with Great Britain and France (a.D. 
1858-60}, 606; water-control in, 
35 *. 35a. 354; Westernization of, 
551; see also Chao Dynasty; Ch’i 
Dynasty; Ch’i State; Chin (Tsin) 
Dynasty, the United; Ch’in Em¬ 
pire; Ch’in State; Chou Dynasty; 
Han Empire; Hsia Dynasty; Liang 
Dynasty; Mino Dynasty; Sui 
Dynasty; Svno Dynasty; T’anc 
Dynasty; Wei Dynasty; and under 
Japan. 

Chincha Empire, the. 373. 

Chinese language and script, the, 
178 353. 412, 557 . 578, 5 W* 

Chioggia, me War of, 520. 

‘Chosen People’, 132, 143, 164, 217, 
413 and 478, 479. 488, MO 
622-3, 627; see also under Chris¬ 
tianity; IsLAAi; Israelites; 
Japanese; Jews. 

Chou Dynasty, the, 112-13 n., X 54 . 
175 190 and 191, 195 . 349 . 

35 *. 364. 374 . 557 - 

Christensen, A., 433 n. 

Christianity: annual agricultural cycle, 
relation to, 78-79; art in relation to, 
671; as a national religion, 88-89;8s 
the culmination of religious history, 
164; as an heretical form of Judaism, 
481, 48^, 498, 512; as a solvent of 
civilizanons, 441, 449, 450; as the 
solvent of Hellenism, 395, 398, 441, 
445. 450. 533 «•; breadi of cultural 
continuity created by the advent of, 
206; change in identity of, question 
of, 92, 93; 'Chosen People’, Jewish 
role of, appropriated by adherents 
of, 4*3 478. 479 . 488; divinity 

of Christ, belief in, 441, 516, 5x7, 
672 n .; economic regimes in relation 


to, 532n.; epiphany of, 94, icon., 
176, 444, 461, 475 . 476, 479 . 480; 
eschatological conceptions of, 581 n .; 
establish^ and ‘free’ churches in, 
95“98, 96^7 exclusive minded- 
nesa of, 222; formative age of, 92,475, 
562 n., 626, 671; Gospels, tM, 446, 
481, 504 n., 508, 510, 596, 597 n., 
624; Hellenic elements in, 52, 172, 
395 . 445 . 4 SO-t *nd n., 453 - 4 . 4 ^ 7 . 
549 . 871, 672 n.; importance of, in 
worid history, 479,4^; Incarnation, 
belief in Gt^’s, 624 and n., 625 
invisibility of Church, 2 m; Islam— 
commem features with, 454; — 
division of OikownenS with, 453; — 
relation to, 450, 451, 471, 473, 525, 
672 n. ; Judaism, relation to, 296, 
395 , 400. 406, 412, 439, 446, 450. 
451 , 452, 477, 478, 479, 596; —jM 
also under Judaism; literature of, 
^5; ‘Magian’or'Near Eastern’ 
Civilization, relation to, 91-93, 
445; missionary work of, 451, 483, 
5X2, 513; monasticism, institution 
of, 631 n.\ monopoly won by, in 
Western and Byzantine worlds, 177; 
mythology of, 564, 566-7,625; non¬ 
militant political attitude of, 505; 
origins of, 153, 171-2, 285, 286, 
449 , 454 . 455 . 45 ^; Palmyrene adop¬ 
tion of, hypothetical, 465; political 
impact of, 461; predominance of, in 
'Iraq before Arab conquest, 453 
Primitive Church, 4 a 6;—secession 
of, from Jewry, 87 and n., 451 and n. ; 
primitive elements in, 221, ^on.; 
propagation of, 88 172, 378, 395, 

399 . 400 n., 414, 444, 445, 451-2, 
454 . 463. 487, 53 »”-. 50a 
‘pseudomo^hosis’ in, 671; relation 
of, to container civilization, 89 seqq., 
218, 221, 222; ritual and social 
regulations in, 219; scriptures of, 
555. 581; — tee also above 
Gospds; literature; and Old'Testa¬ 
ment; secular purposes, diversion of, 
to, 88-89, 505; Sinic model not ap¬ 
plicable to history of, 181-2; social 
dynamism implicit in, 533 and n., 
surviving influence of, 177, 532, 
533 . S 7 x; Syriac elements in, 52, 
453-4, 549;—res also above 

Judamn; theology, system of, 450 
and n., 509,61 x, 671 and n. ; Trinity, 
doctrine of the, 450, 672 n. ; unique¬ 
ness, claim to, 413, 541, 621, 623, 
624, 625 and n.i universality of 
mission of, 221, 222, 454, 471, tio, 
512; Western European modinca- 
tiem of, alleged, 92 and ».; see also 
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Chnttiamcy {amt.). 

Arian Christianitt; Catholic 
Church; Jesus; Mblchitr Church; 
Monopkysits CHRisnAMTY; Nes- 
TORiAN CHRisnANiry; Orthodox 
Christian* Church; Protbstakt 
Churches; Roman Cathouc 
Church; and under Egypt; 
Hellenic Civilization; Jews; 
Roman-Empirb; Syriac-HsiIsn'ic 
Culture-Compost. 

Chrysippus, the Stoic philosopher, 
445 «• 

Churches, unxverasl, 313; tee also 
ReuoiONS: hi^er. 

Cicero, Marcus Tullius, 122. 

Cid, the (Rodrigo Diaz de Bivar), 6x4. 

Cilicia, 393, 445 n. 

Cides: as melting-pots, 2x4; definidon 
of, 276; growth of. round edges, 
472; peasants in relation to, 276 
and n., 277; tee also Urban Lifb; 
Urbanization ; and under Civiliza¬ 
tion; Eoyptiac CrviLiZATiON; 
Middle American Civilization: 
Mayan province. 

Civilization: age of, 158,274,319,320, 
33Si 4tS> Age of Faith followed by 
Age of Reason, 185 and n.; agricul¬ 
ture in relation to, 338; amenities of, 
ao8-9, 526, S30, 531, 57i-», 604, 
633; as dericination, 214; as a 
flame spreading in a ci^e, 47a, 473; 
as a network of relations i^tween 
human beings, 284, 287; cities in 
relation to, 276^ and n., 484, s 99 R.; 
consciousneas of Isrger soc^ order 
a feature of, 440 n.; definidon 
of, 223, a*4. *73-4 n., 275, 284, 

335i 439! extinction of, possible, 
519, 524; future of, 279, 375. 611- 
12; independence of, in New World, 
358-9, 360, 365, 374, 594-5; 
material factors in relation to, 616- 
17; a minori^, liberated ficm 
economic activities, in relation to, 
*78, 279. 335. 349. 370social 
mjustice in relation to, 278; stan¬ 
dards set for, 632-3; storable food¬ 
stuff in relation to, 600 r.; tragedy 
0^. 301, 374. 580 R.; uniw of, ques- 
tion of, 282-3, >86 R., 538 R.; vision 
indispensable for, 279; war in 
relstion to. 278, 611; tee also under 
Society. 

Civilizational Revolution, the, 337. 

Civilizations: abortive, 169, 4^, 538, 
546, 547. 554. 561; anthropology in 
relation to, 601-3; apparentation 
and affiliation of, t86,262-3, >87 n., 
292, 388, 546, 549, 552, 560, 


561-2 R., 576: arrested, 169, 546, 

547. 553. 583 n-, 600 R.; as intel¬ 
ligible fields of study, 27,42n., 153, 
162, 218, 233, 234, 235, 2&4, 285^^, 
650; as movements, 562; as phm- 
toms, 232,290; as relations between 
individuals, 252; os representatives 
of one species of culture, 282, 289; 
as representatives of one species of 
society, 284, 287, 288 n. ; break in 
continuity of, 549, 550, 556-7; 
breakdowns of, 94, 126 n., 154, 
156-7. *97. *98, 242, 263, 287. 
300-S, 519, 522, 577, 580,610,613- 
16, 618; chronological patterns of, 
522-3; common pattern of, question 
of, 598; common store of knowledge 

in, 105-6, 125; comparative stu^ 
of, 581, 584, 585, 586, 591, §94-6, 
644, 649; cultural heritages of, 617; 
cultural styles of, 291-2, 598 and n., 
601; 'dead’—archaeological evi¬ 
dence for, 112, 169, 552, 585, 593, 
594.615-16; — legacies bequeathed 

hy, 15*. *52 '*•.479: — renaissances 
*53: definition of, 223,224,282; 

demarcation between, 153, 539 r ., 

548, 585; differences and likenesses 

between, 240, 374; difficulty of 
empirical verification of, 233; dis¬ 
integrations of, 27, 55 R., 94, 126 R., 
*54. *56, 241-z, 263, 268, 287, 288, 
300-1 n., 302-5, 447, 519, 522, 
595. 610, 613, 641 R., eastern, im¬ 
portance of, 594; elements of, inter¬ 
relation between, 598 r.; encounters 
between, 27,94,153,234,286 and r., 
3j4, 586, 5^R., 670; envirorunent 
of,physical, 3i7rtf99.;expanstonof, 
6c^ n.; external agencies as cause 
of br^downs and disintegrations 
of, 613 seqq.i extinction of, 242,287, 
>98, 304.443.473. 613; generations 
of, 82, 150, 262, 479. 546-7, 580, 
595. 602; geneses of, 55 n., 84, 146, 
>55-6, 262-3, >87, 288, 302 n., 317 
SOM., 327 338, 345-75. 479. 

546, 562, 594, 638 R., 649; growths 
of. 55 »■; *54. *55. *56, 198, 263, 
267, 268, 287, 288, 302 n., 591 n., 
614 R.; higher religions—relation 
to, 27, 46-47. 84 seqq., 162, 234, 
279, 649; —question of possible 
replacement by, 152n., 218; his¬ 
torical relations between, 586; 
human potential, degree of realiza¬ 
tion of, 598 n.; identification of, 
292, 548 and R., 549, 585; influence 
of, 152-3; interme^te periods in, 

196-7. * 99 Eod n.; interregna follow¬ 
ing dissolutions of, 304; invisibility 
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of, a9i, * 9 »; li»t of, 223, *87«.. quoted 1,9r 
546-8, 558-61, 592 number of 41 n., 44 n., 54 

specimens of, 168-70, 234, 585, 126, 129 *30, 

594; philosophical equivalence of, *33,314-15,659. 
170,551-2,59in.,62sn.,6a8andn.; ‘Cold War', the, 583. 
population pressures, effects of, on. Cole, G. D. H., 256, 599 n. 
374; pre-civilizational societies— Collier, D., 3^ a. 
absorption of, by, 151 n.; — dif- CoUingwood, R. G 
ferences from, 274, 327, 338;— 6050. 


quoted 1,9*1., 10, ii, 12,21, 36, 35, 
41 n., 44 «•. 54 - 55 . 60 65, 125, 

126, 129 130,136, J48, 168, 187, 


CoUingwood, R. G., 50 439, 599 

605 n. 


relation to, 320, 603; — transition Colombia, 367 and a., 560 n. 
from, 150 and n.; 337-43; primitive Colorado River, the, 317, 321, 322. 
elemenU surviving in, 152 and n.; Columbus, Christopher, 157. 
provinces of, 55 a- 3 . 554 - 5 , 555-6; Commag^nfi, 393. 
reality of, 287-9, 4575 sateUite, 298, Committees, 104, 636. 

55 *- 4 » 560-61, 592 n., 597, 670, Commxinism: a$ a Christian heresy, 


672; secondary or peripheral, 548, 
5 St-*> 59 * ”'5 society, relation of, 
to, 282; spiritual vitality of, in 
dUintegmtion,447n.; stationariness, 
lapse of, into, 275; supplanting of 
one by another, 554; technological 
progress in relation to, 591 n.; times 
of troubles of, 196-8, 300, 214, 315, 
34*, 304; time-spans of, 305, 454, 
546, 561-2 and n.; unity and dis¬ 
unity, bouts of, S5 -s 6«., 17s, 187- 
93. i99’t>> *06, 210, 304; universal 
states of, 561 ».; — »« abo under 
names of individual states and under 
States; unrelated, 5s8;valuejudge- 
ments regarding, 170,551-2,598 n.; 
tee abo under names of individual 
civilizations. 

Clarendon, Edward Hyde, Earl of, 
265. 

Clark, G. N. (Sir George), 104 n. 

Clark, R. T., 38 n., 160 n., 223 and n., 
*74 «• 

Clarkson, J. D., 538-9 «• 

Class divisions, 275, 278, 610. 

‘Classical’ languages, 576. 

Classification, lo-ii, 166-7. 


545; as a comprehensive way of life, 
626; as a dynamic spiritual force, 
5455 ** * secular counter •religion, 
220 n.; as a short cut for cau^ng 
up with the West, 545; as a threat 
to the Western Civiliution, 289; as 
‘the wave of the future’, 541; as a 
weapon against anti-democratic 
imperialist reaction, 546 n.\ Capi¬ 
talism, attitude of, towards, 541; 
converts to, 52; individuals not 
helped by, in persorul problems, 
626; intolerant spirit of, 220 n.; 
military dictatorship compared with, 
545; not the first choice of non- 
Westem peoples, 544; role of, in 
Western history, 53311.; Russifica¬ 
tion, its association with, 544-5; 
social reform, its prescription for, 
626: uniqueness, its claim to, 625-6; 
Western Civilization, its relation to, 
531-3; Western origin of, 177, 206, 
220 528, 536, 537, 54*. 546, 626; 

tee abo under China ; Russia ; 
U.S.S.R. 

Communities, 280-2; see also under 
Institutions; Sccisties. 


Claudian (Claudius Claudianus), 391. Competition, the stimulus, of, 198. 
Claudius I (Tib. Claudius Drusus Computers, electronic, laa, 12411. 
Nero Germanicus), Roman £m- Comte, Auguste, 131 ti. 


peror, 376. 


Conceptual net, the, 73, 74,136,639 n. 


Cleitomachus-Hasdrubal, the Platonic Conciliar movement, the, 96. 


philosopher, 445 n. 


‘Conditioning’, 564-7. 


Cleomenea III, King of Sparta, 385, Confucianism, 164,177 178,179 n., 


591 n. 

Climate, changes of, 328, 330 and n., 221, ^51. 

231. Oinfuciua, 189, 195, 264, 349. 

Cibbers’ pitch, myth of the, 563 seqq. Conning-tower, simile of a, 47-48. 
CnoMOs, 556. Constantine I the Great, Rom 

Coates, W. H., zo 46 250 n. Emperor, 93, 193, 401, 461, 4< 

(l 5 ocl 6 Culture, the, 368 n. 467. 

Coelacanthus fish, die, 299, 664. Constantinople (Istanbul), 192, i< 

‘Co-existence’, 525, 526, 535 . 546, 39®. 39*. 39*. 457. S40, 659. 

580. Constitutions, political, invisibility > 

Cohen, M. R., 42 ».,45 118 n., 146, 291. 


180 and n., 202, 203 n., 206, 207 n.. 


Constantine I the Great, Roman 
Emperor, 93, 193, 401, 461, 465, 
4^. 

Constantinople (Istanbul), 192, 193, 
390. 39 *. 39 *. 457 . 54 ®. 659* 
Constitutions, political, invisibility of, 


226 230, 238 253 273 I Cook, S. A., 397 4*5 »• 
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Coon, C. S., i5*»., 354. 3S8, 361, 

365 389- 

Copcmican theory of utronomy, the, 
231. 

Copper, 336, 339, 357 «„ 604. 

Coptic Monophytite Patriarchtte of 
Alexandria, the, 457. 

Copt$, the, 554 n, 

Corinth, 323, 3W, 491. 

Corindi, the League of, 192. 

Cotton, origin and diffuaion of, 361, 
362. 

'Counter-tnythology’, 32-33, 36. 

Cort^a, HemAn, 66. 

Coulbom, R., 140 n., 149 n., 15011., 
152X75n., 191224, 253, 
264 274 n., 300 302 407 n., 

438,471 »i., 47^. 527 n., 548 653. 

Creation: definition of, 252-3; prob> 
letn of, 48-49, 447, 622 and n. 

Creativity, 16 n., 37, 103-4, 14011., 
ijS, 149 «•. 217. 224, 253-4, 256, 
263-6, 268, 301, 30a 305, 306, 

^ 310, 3 «, 347 . 355 . 473 . 581635. 

Crcedy, F., 301 «. 

Creel, H. G., 35211., 353, 3S4«„ 363 
and n. 

Crete, 410, 555. 

Crimea, the, 443 n. 

Croats, the, 542. 

Croce, Benedetto, 51 fi., 605 n. 

Croaaman, R. H. $., 39 n., 154, 247 n., 
258 n., 264 n., 607 n. 

Crowds, 27a. 

Crusades, the, 163, 476, 627. 

Crusoe, I^bimon, 5^*^. 

Cuismancu Empire, the, 373. 

Cultural change, the pace of, 151,603. 

Culture: 'Apollineao' or ‘Faustian’, 
601 n.; breakdowns in, 300, 576; 
configurations of, 77, 139-40, 364 
stgq., 601, 602; continuity of, 440, 
550 n.; —> loss of consdouaneu of, 
473; cumulative deposits of, 447 
tiw.i cycle of, the, 568; definition 
oC 76-77. 81, 224, 272, 273; dif¬ 
fusion of, 340. 355 rew., 602 n., 
603 ;—tee also DiFn;siON, stimulus; 
elements in, 76«9g., 599, 601 
exchange of ideas essential to, 
141 n.; originality or mimesis, ques¬ 
tion of, 345; part played by in¬ 
dividuals in, 125 lem.; sharing in, 
does not pr^ude r^tilities, 155, 
171; society in relation to, 273,200; 
standardiaation of, 580, 618; static 
condition, its effort requir^ for 
maintaining, 569; stratification of, 
153: style of, 59811.; s^crerismasa 
disdnctive feature of its last phase, 
446-71 technology in relation to. 


600 n; transitional stage of, 603; 
two uaa^ of the word, 272-3 n ,; 
unity of, combined widi political 
disunity, 171, 172-3, 197. 198; see 
also under CiviuzATiON. 

Cultures: composite character of, 288, 
289; reality of, 289; see also under 
SocrsTY and under names of in¬ 
dividual cultures. 

Cumae, 389. 

Cupisnique Culture, the, 356 and n. 

Curiosity, 136, 658. 

Curtius, £. R., 131, 165, 181 n., 
550 n., 647. 

‘Custom, the cake of, 276, 565. 

Cybele, worship of, 221, 427. 

Cybernetics, 36, 37, 122, 241 254, 

282. 

Cyprus, 307,412 n., 557 «. 

Cyrus II the Great, Achaemenian Em¬ 
peror, 210, 436 and n., 484, 489. 

Cyrus the Younger, the Achaemenid, 
307, 470. 

Cxechoalovaks, the, 542. 

Dagon, wonhip of, 297. 

Damascus, 329, 395, 396*., 410, 420, 
422, 424. 427, 429, 466, 477. 

Daniel, the Book of, 423, 438 n., 442, 
486-7 506. 

Dante Alighieri, 106, 265, 648. 

Danube basin, the, 334, 336 ». 

D’Arcy, Father M. C., S.J., 10, 
44 «., S 4 «., 104 230 n., 244 n. 

DardeneJles, the, 336 n. 

Darius I the Great, Adiaemenian 
Emperor, aio, 432, 436, 474, 635. 

Danus III Codomannus, Achae¬ 
menian Emperor, 435. 

Darwin, Charles, 37, 255. 

David, King of Judah and Israel, 404, 
4x2 K., 420,421, 422 and n., 430 r., 
^ 3 . 4971 House of, 420, 421, 425. 

Dawson, Christopher, 27, 68 72 

99 and R., 100132 R., 134 n., 
140,145,150 n., 152 R., 170. 2i8fl., 
220 n., 226 R., 228-9 R., 256 R., 279, 
3*7439 «•. 446-7 •nd n., 46a, 
5*9 530 532 R., 533 H., 569, 

601 H., 60a R., 6x0 R., 624 R., 6 ^ n., 
628 R., 65a; The Dynamics of World 
quoted, 16 and R.,74, 78 n., 
83 «.. 95 . 100 R., 125, 143 - 

Death-rate, reduction of the, 216. 

Debondx, ^e Song of, 420, 422. 

Definitions, 223-5. 

Delian Lea^e, the, 380. 

Demeter, 8a. 

Demetrius, Greek Prince of Bactria, 
94 >*-. 40*, 464- 

Democritus of Abdera, 117. 
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Demonstration, 29-30. 

den Boer, W., 63 n., 156, 160 
161 n., 252, 376, 645. 

Departmentalism, 129. 

Deportation, effects of, 496-7. 

Desiccation, 328, 329, 330, 332, 336, 
339 . 34 ». 

Detachment, 55 and n., 114,584 and n., 
608. 

Determinism, 237, 238, 239 257-8, 

259, 261, 288 n., 305, 325 and 
326, 519. 581 «. 

Deutero-Isaiah, the Prophet, 423, 
4*9 «•. 435 . 437 . 438 , 48*. 488, 489, 
493 and 494, 496, 510. 5 ”. 5 * 2 , 
513. S17. 534. 609 n., 617, 668, 669. 

Deuteronomy, the Book of, 498. 

Deutsch, K. W., 20, 32«., 36, 37, 43, 
160, n., 254, 282. 

Dialectical procure, 41-45, 130, 
146. 641 and ft. 

Diaspotis, 2it-i7, 294, 297-8, 299, 
39 ^. 399 . 414, 439 . 4 S 3 . 459 -^. 
484; see also under Jews; Mono> 
pmrsiTB Christiahitv; Nbstorian 
CKR iSTiAi>nTY; Parsees. 

Dictatorship, 545. 

Diffusion (versus original creation). 


149. 150. 343 - 

Diffusion, stimulus, 150, 343 seqq., 
^ 8 . 

Diffusion theory of source of culture, 
the, 320, 343, 344, 345. 

Dilthey, W., 22, 2^, 6^n. 

Diocletian (Valerius uiocletianus), 
Roman Emperor, 192, 401. 

Diodorus of Agrium, 52, 139 n. 

Diograes of Babylonia, the Stoic 
philosopher, 445 n. 

‘Disciplines’ in the study of human 
affairs. 128, 129-30, 227, 605. 

‘Displaced persons’, 215, 307. 

Distance, the ‘annihilation’ of, 109, 
138, 2X6. 

Dixon, R. B., 362 n. 

Documents, the accumulation of, 


Donatists, the, 95. 

Dray, W., 21,25 n., 28 29 ft., 118 n. 

Druz relinon, the, 415 n. 

Dryden, John, ^90. 

Duid citizenslup, 382-3, 386, 388 
and ft. 

Dubnow, Simon, 664. 

Ducctius, the Sicel patriot, 155. 
Dukhobors, the, 2x2. 

Dong-son Culture, the, 364. 
Dupont-Sonuner, A., 395 ft., 396 ft., 
397 «•. 398 n., 421 ft., 422 ft., 423 
425 ft., 428 433 and n. 

Duricheim, Emile, 599 ft., 602 n. 641 ft. 


Dutch Empire, the, 545, 610. 

Dyason, E., 157, 170 643. 

East Roman Empire, the: as a revival 
of the Roman Empire, 175, 192, 
196, 201, 206; as a univen^ state, 
193-4; break-up of, 192, 201, 204, 
211, 458, 540; Catholic (Melchite) 
Chur^ relations with, 96; duration 
of, 20x; economic conditions in, 
201; Roman Catholic Church, rela¬ 
tions with, 540; Western views on, 
458. 

Easter Island, 362. 

Eban, A., 38 223, 515, 624 ft. 

Eberhard, W., 123. 

Ecclesiastes, 423, 486 ft. 

Economics, 78, 82,103,132,227,272- 
3 ft., 283, 288 ft., 591 n., 606 and n., 
63a, 64a, 658, 66^1, 662. 

Ecuador, 357 and ft., 367 and ft., 560 n. 

Edda, the, 92 ft. 

Edomites, ^e, 397 **., 410, 4x4, 424, 
427 ft., 477, .^9, 492 and ft., 494. 

Education: 273,274 ft., 565, 658, 66a; 
'daaaical*, 61 »., xio, 107, 390 n., 
531. 548. 551. 55 *. 57s 630; 

‘humane’, 578-9; modem Western, 
630; scientific and technological, 
576, 577 . 579 . 6 j 9 - 

Egypt: Achaememan regime in, 207, 
2X0 n., 399,428,432 ; agriculture in, 
a€> 4 «-. 3x7. 330, 33 *. 336, 346. 
456 ft., 47^1; Arab conquest of, 473; 
as a citadel for Islam, 631 n.; as the 
heart of the Oikoumeni, 473-4 ; 
break in continuity of history of, 
question of, 170, x86, 403; Chris¬ 
tianity, conversion of, to, 441, 
448-9, 549; civil service in, 569; 
domestic animals in, 331 ; Dynasties 
—First, 346, 347; —Second, 409 ft.; 
—^Third, 204 ft.; —Fifth, 347;— 
Sixth, 199 ft.;— Twelfth, 4(»ft.: 
Fstimid regime in, 415 n.; foreigners 
as empire-builders in, 191 ; French 
invasion of (a.D. 17^), xi*, 593: 
Greek mercenaries in, 441; Hd- 
lenophobia of, 441; Hittites, rela¬ 
tions with, 4x1, 616; Hyksos, rela¬ 
tions with, 204 A., 416 n., 418 A., 
448; Intermediate Periods in his¬ 
tory of. First and Second, 55 n., 
191 ; Judahite refugees in, 428 and 
A., 430 437 . 438, 49a; languages 

used in, 398, 399. 434 . 464; metal, 
early use of, in, 336; Middle Em¬ 
pire of, 55 A., 184, X9X, 199 A., 204 A., 
31X ; nationri character of, question 
of, 317-18; New Empire of, 55 A., 
191, 31X, 4^ A., 41s A., 418 A., 448, 
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Egypt (cotu.). 

^5-6; nomes of, 174 and n,; Old 
Kingdom of, 55 n., 174, 175 and ft., 
184,191,199 ft., 204, 330 ft., 336 
339> 346* 4^ "■> 440 > political uni- 
fication of, 174, 175 and n., 186, 
x^i, 197-8, 20^, 6x1, 660; pre- 
civUiaanonal age of history of, 195, 
197, ao6-7, 330, 331, 336, 546. 347 . 
348: Ptolemaic rtgime m, 207, 
210 ft., 403, 441; Pyramids, the, 36, 
184, 199 ft., 204ft.; renaissances in, 
185; role of, in history, 63^1 ft.; 
Roman regime in, 207, 377 ft., 467, 
473; Saite regime in, 440 ft., 441; 
Sea Peoples, repulse of, bv, 4x1; 
Syria, relations of, with, 408-9 and 
ft., 411, 41S ft., At8 ft., 4*6, 44 ». 
448, 616; theophoric names in, 
4x6 ft.; United Kingdom of, 409; 
unity and disunity, rhythm of, in, 
55-36 ft., 191; Upper—bluffs over- 
hanpng Nile Valley in, 330,341; — 
physio^phv of, 329, 330; —re¬ 
clamation of swamps in, 329, 338, 
? 39 . 346, 349. 35 * «•. 35a; Western¬ 
ization of, 631 R.; wheel, use of, in, 
204 n., 337 and n.; tu also undtr 
Achasmsnian Empire; Israelites. 

Egyptiac Civilization; archaeological 
evidence for, 112, J45, 348, 155, 
36a, 593: archaism m, 440 and ft., 
architecture in, 345, 346; art in, 
*9*. 345. 411 *ad R., 449; as a 
model for civilizaticHis, 175, 184, 
187; as a satellite of Hellenic 
Civduation, 561 r.; breakdown of, 
55 "•> *571 cities, unimportance ot 
role of, 277; culture — continuity in, 
440. 44 *. 549-50. 557 diffusion of 
its, 408 n., 409;—distinctive style 
of its, 345,353, 335 ; — Sumerian in¬ 
fluence onits, 340;—Syriac influence 
on its, 448;—tradition, conscioua- 
neas of, 440; decompositition of, 

J 47-9; disintemtion of, 55 R.; 

uration of, 187, 443 . 454 . 546. 
631 R.; education in, 575: environ¬ 
ment of, physical, 200, 317, 319-22, 
3*9. 339-40: expansion of, 408 r.; 
extinction of, 57, *87. 207,441,443, 
44^-9. 473: fluctuations in inter¬ 
pretation of history of, 95 r. ; funda¬ 
mental futures of, 292; geneais of, 
* 74 , * 75 . * 9 *, *00. 317, J20, 321 R., 
33 *. 335 . 339 . 343 , 345 - 8 , 349, 350 . 
353, 369; geographical range of, 
393 : growth of, 174; Hellenic intru¬ 
sion on, 91, 207, 210 R., ^2, 403, 
4^, 441, 444, 448; Hellenic inodel, 
differences from, 174, 184-7; Hel¬ 


lenic veneer on, 4^, 670; ideal of 
integrated society in, 199 n.; irriga¬ 
tion, development of, in, 331, 340, 
346 n., 406. 474; l*w of, 377«.; 
marchmen, role of, in, 311; naviga¬ 
tion, importance of, in, 319; political 
unity ai^ieved at beginning of his¬ 
tory of, 174, *75 *ndR., 186, 191, 
197-8, 206-7: proletariat in, x^; 
ratioi^ization, process of, in, 185; 
reality of, indisputable, 457; religion 
in, 83 n., 184, i8s, 338 and 345, 
408, 4*5 «•, 4*6 M., 424 . 44 *. 4 ^, 
488,491, sso, 557 :aelf-conservation, 
its capacity for, 448; Sinic model 
appli^ to, 191, *95: Sumero- 
Akkadian Civilization, relation to, 
3 * 0 , 330. 339 . 344 - 6 , 355, 36a; 
Syriac Civilization, relation to, 
408-9, 4x0, 448-9. 549, 560; tech¬ 
nology in, 204 and n., 337 and n.; 
uniqueness, claim of, to, 319, 320, 
343-4; universal states of, 402; 
writing, art of, in, 345, 346, 347, 
353, 441, 660. 

Egyptian language, the, 593 r. 

Emstein, Alb^, *, 50, 136, 240. 

Ejell, Sayyid, 179 n. 

Elam, 552. 

Elamite Civilization, the, 559. 

Elamite language, the, 432, 464.. 

Eleani, the, 323. 

Elections, 237. 

Elephantine, 428, 430 n., 437, 438. 

Eli, priest of Israel, 416 n. 

Eliezer ben Horqenos, Rabbi, 481. 

Elijah, the Prophet, 425, 426, 427. 

Eliot, T. S. 629 n. 

Elisha, the Prophet, 427. 

Emerson, R. W., 641 r. 

Empiricism, 243-50. 654, 657. 

£n^-Jsnosi, F., 100 n., 13a n., 149 r., 
161 R., 238, 253, 599 R., 609 R., 646. 

Engels, Fri^n^, 306, 532, 626, 
R., 661. 

Ervland: allegiance to Roman Catholic 
Church b«ore the Reformation, 
162, 218; barbarians, role of. in, 
631, 632; *Black and Tans’, 628; 
Church of, 96,281; ‘classical’Ques¬ 
tion in, 577 segq.; century of peace 
(a-d. 1816-1913) enjoyed by, 606, 
608; history of, 630; nonconformist 
churches in, 96; Norman conquest 
of, 265; not an intelligible field of 
study in isolation, 162, 284-5; 
position of — in 14^ century, 520; 
—in 17th century, 528 r.; race- 
feeling in, 632; Revolution of 1688 
in, 265; role of, in history, 630 r., 
631 n.; Sesndinavian challenge to. 
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260; 8up«rioricy, sense of own, 629; 
tallies used in Exchequer of, 275; 
Victorian Age of, 606; withdwwiu- 
and-retum of, 265-6; res also Great 
Britain; United Kingdom. 
English language, the, 544, 576, 582, 

587-90. 59a- 

Enoch, the Book of, 438 n. 
Enumeration as a term of art in logic, 
23-24. 31 . lai. 248. 

Environment, 6a, 127 n., 146-8, 232, 
ass. 257 258, 259 . 260, 314-27, 

581 600n., 604. 635n.; se$ also 

under Challengb-anD'I^ponsb. 
Ephesians, the, 323. 

Ephraim, the hill country of, 409 
410, 420. 

Epicureanism, 177, 445 n. 

Epicurus, 49, 639-40. 

Epistemologjr, 244. 246, 254. 
Erdmann, K. D., pn., 13, is»., 16, 
39 M., 50«., 74 n., 160 171 

175 «•. *99 244. 245 «•. 255. 262, 

26411., 286-7 n., 290, 29111., 301, 

3 * 0 , 3 *». 3 * 3 . 40 O«., 4*3 439 «•. 

440, 510548562, soon., 

6090., 631 651, 652, 654. 

Eretrians, the, 323. 

Eretz Israel, ^3, 486, 514. 

Erivan, the Armenian Republic of, in 
the U.S.S.R., 554 n. 

Erythraeans, the, 323. 

Esau, 415. 

Esdraelon Culture, the, 408. 

^hem Bethel, a divinity associated 
with Yahweh at Elephantine, 428. 
Esquimaux, the, 358, 547, 553. 

Efts, the, 542. 

‘EtheriaUsation’, 267, 600 n. 

Ethical relativity, 66^7 n. 
Ethnography, 227. 

Etruscan language, the, 390. 
Etruscans, the, 323, 376. 

Evans, Sir Arthur, 407. 
EvanS'Pritchard, Professor E. E., 226. 
Events: ‘epoch-making’, 156-7; ‘key’, 
*58-9. 

Evolution, 253, 255, 664: see also 
under Man. 

Examinations, 137-8. 

Explanation, 26, 28, 29-30, 32, 41, 73. 
Ezekiel, the Prophet, 417, 418, 423, 
481, 486 n., 493 n., 499, 631, 664. 
Ezra, the Jewish statesman, 416, 417, 
429, 481, 484 and n., 485 n., 486 
and fi., 498, 499, 501, 502, 504 »•. 
5 * 3 . 5 * 4 , 5 * 6 . 

Faith, Ages of, 185 and n. 

Far Eastern Christian Civilization, 
the, 547, 561 n. 


Far Eastern Civilization, the: break¬ 
down of, 203 and n.; genesis of, 175; 
separate existence of, question of, 
169 n., 170 «., 175, 180,183, 287 »., 

^ 547 . 550, SS*. s6o«. 

Far Western Christian Civilization, 
the, 377, 547, 561 and n., 609 n. 

Fars, 433. 

Fascism, 149 «•, S 3 *. 542, 571, 609. 

Febvre, L., 325 n. 

‘Feedback’, 241 n. 

Feibleman, J. K., pn., 28, 29, 39 n., 
40«., 44 n., 94n., 133 n., 146, 
X5on., 154, i6on., 161 n., 224R., 
246, 252, 254. 264 302 n., S19 n., 

591 6oo»., 605 612, 656. 

Fer^e Crescent, the, 214, 283, 329, 
336 397 398, 4**. 4 * 2 . 4 * 5 . 

418 435, 44A, 447, ^65, 466, 472, 

484; ease and activity of com¬ 
munication in, 2x4; see also Ticris- 
Euphratbs Basin. 

Fiess, E., 38 n., 39n., X31 n., 141 n., 
145, 160 x6i n., 247 ft., 252 and 
ft., 588 ft., 600 ft. 

Finniah language, the, 543. 

Finns, the, 542. 

Firdawsi, Abul-Qiaim, 434, 576. 

Fiaher, H. A. L., 9 «., 13, 199-200 

247 63* «• 

Fishing, IS*. 333 «•. 34 *. 

Fitzsimons, M. A., 9 n., 44 ft., 223 n., 
235, 243 ft., 246 ft., 621-2 and ft. 

Flints, the flaking of, 341, 663. 

Flood-plains, 329, 331, 333. 

Florence, Council of, 540. 

Food-gathering, 151 n., 328 ft., 329 ft., 
330. 333 and n., 337, 338, 34 ®, 34 *. 
342. 374 - 

Force, effect on human affairs of, 150, 
308, 519, 524, 609 and 6i2-x6. 

Forests, 148, 260, 328, 331, 334, 350, 
366, 974. 

Formative Culture of the Americas, 
the, 150-X, 15a, 282 ft., 332 ft., 337. 
338 ft., 34 *. 342. 343 . 355 . 357 . 
360 ft., 369, 370 372. 373. 603, 

604. 

‘Fossils’, 223, 292-300, 479; see also 
under Buddhism: Hinayana; Jews; 
Judaism; Mokophysitb Chris¬ 
tianity; Nbstorian Christianity; 
Parsers. 

France: Commune,the, 606; competi¬ 
tion of, with rival powers, 523; 
cultural pretensions o^ 541; eco¬ 
nomic position of, in loth centi^, 
324; Great Britain, relations with, 
523, 524; levie en masse in (1792), 
52a; position of, in 14th century, 
520;—in 17th century, 52811.; 
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France (cont.)* 

Roman Catholic Church in, 97 n.; 

also Frekch Empiss; Fiuwch 
R tvoLimoN: Napoleonic Empire; 
aitd under Ecypt. 

Francis of Assisi, Saint, 533 n. 

Francis I, King of France, 521. 

Francis (Hspiburg) II as last West 
Roman Emperor, I as first Emperor 
of Austria, 194-5. 

Franco-Prussian War, the, 606. 

Frank, Jacob. 664. 

Frankfort. H., 16, 161 n., 185 n., 
199 243 »47 «•. *58 »S 9 . 

264 R., 277 and R., 279, 292. 328 R., 
329 33 *"-. 333 . 334 . 336 n., 
345 346 R., 347 , 56a. 583 

Franluncense. 346. 

Frederick II Hohenstaufen, West 
Roman Emperor, 157, 194- 

Frederick II HohenzoUem, the Great. 
Kins of Prussia, 290. 

Freeman, E. A., 6te. 

French l^pire, the, 545, 610. 

French lan^age, the, S 77 . 589. 

French Revolution, the, 514. 

Fyvel, T. R., 44 r., 258 r., 375,539 
573 »•. 638 R. 

Galilee, 409 R., 410, 480 r., 488 r., 
50a and n.. 503. 

CsiKlhi, Mohsindas Katamchsnd, 
Mahatma, 617. 

Gardet, L., 450 r., 672 r. 

Gardiner, Patrick, 44 n., 223, 240 r., 

258 R., 548 R. 

Gargan, Edward, 518 n., 531 r., 624 n. 

Garstang, John, 409 r. 

Gathas, the, 435, 436 r., 437. 

Gautama, Siddhirtha, the Buddha: 
antecedents of, 46a; approach to 
Kirvina, His, 534; as a barbarian 
god, 176 R.; as a public figure, 461; 
compassion of, 108; enli^tenment 
of, 98 R., 108,158; ministry of, 461; 
ovenhadowing of, in Mahayana, 
by bodhisattvas, 219, 220; practical 
in His aims, too; precepts of, 158; 
psychologic^ insist of, 107, 108, 
izs, 117; self-sac^ce of, X02, 617, 
621; tradition, His breach with, 220; 
uniqueness of, 219, 220; vision of 
Absolute Reality, I&, 18, 83; with* 
drswal>8nd*retum of, 264. 

Gawra, tee Tkpb Gawra. 

396.477. 

Geddes, Sir Patridc, 599 r., 64Z r. 

Gemara , the, 416, 4^. 

GeneraUzations, 22 teqq., Z20, 134-5, 
227, 231, 239, 244, 

Generality, 66,124. 


Genius, 125-7, 

Genoa, 520. 

Genocide, Z38, 143, 209, 215, 419, 
474 . 5 * 5 . 5 * 7 . 564. 566. 579 . 6 « 4 , 
6zo, 6x8, 619, 620, 627, 633. 

Geography, 147^, 232,314 teqq., 604, 
605, 635 «• 

Geology, 604, 605. 

George the Pisidxan, 463. 

Germans, the, 542. 

Gerizim, Mount, 430 R. 

Germans, the, 400, 471, 565. 

Germany, 324. 5 * 3 . 5 * 4 . 5 * 5 . 53 i. 
54Z, 606, 627, 628 R., 631. 

Geyl, Pieter, 4 n., Z2 r., 19, 20, 27 n., 
37 «•. 39 R.. 4 * 44 «•. 45 «■» 68 n., 

76 R., 141 «•. 156, 229, 235, 238 R., 
239 R., 240 fl., 243 «•. *44 *46 

247 a57»-. *58 R., 260, 261, 

264 R., 265, 266, 300 R., 5x9 R., 
S 30 R., 531 and r,, 575, 581 r., 
583 R., 584 R., 609 R., 620, 627 R., 
628 R., 643 R. 

Ghassul, 3x9. 

Gibeonite Confederacy, the, 420. 

Gibbon, Edward, 80, 131 n. 

Gilead, the plateau of, 393, 4x0. 

Gileadites, ^e, 426. 

Gladstone, W. E.. 607, 60S. 

Glueck, Nelson, 317, 318. 

Gobincau, le Comte J. A. de, 631. 

God: anthropomorphic conception of, 
78, 83, loi, 236, 255-7; as creator, 
35, 48, 100 R., 2C3, 254, *56, 494 , 
569, 637; a* father, 494, s»*-»3. 
597 R., 6aaR., 637; as ‘god of 
battles', 79; as immanent, 49, 78, 
loo-i R.; as loving, 435, 494, 495, 
499, 622 R., 624, 639; as merciful 
snd compassionate, 493, 494; as 
transcendent, 48, 49, 78, 83, xoo- 
z R. ; as s tyrant, 639; Christian con¬ 
ception of, 413, 624-5; city of, 
656-7; Devi], relations with the, 
xoo R., 253, 254, 566; grace of, 570; 
Holy Spirit, His operation throu^ 
the, 438; incamatiozu of, 49, 338 r., 
624, 625 and R. ; Islamic conception 
of. 413.470,471; jealousy of, 622 r. ; 
Judaic conception of, 4x3, 429, 
430 R., 435 . 437 . 488-96, 510 teqq., 
622 R., 624; justice of, 49X, 493, 
494 snd R.; laws of, 43 R., tooR., 
224, * 3 ^, 563 655; Man, His 

encounters with, 255-8,639,641 r.; 
manifestations of, 256, 621; obedi¬ 
ence demanded by, ^8-9; omni¬ 
potence of, 435, 437 R., 493 - 5 . 639.' 
omnipresence of, 493 and r.; 
perfection found only in, 568; 
reality of, 4x3 r.; self-sacrifice of. 
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630; service of, 568; will of, 567 and 
M.; Zoroastrian conception of, 434-5, 
437; tet also Ksalitt, Absolute. 

Gcwthe, Johann Wolfgang von: 253, 
254; Faust quoted, 2. 

Gold, the use of, 357 "•» 363. 

Golden Rule, the, 668-9. 

Gooch, G. P., 50 R. 

Goths, the, 192. 

Gourds, 361, 362. 

Grace, means of, 267. 

Graeco'Pcrsian War, the Great, 17 n., 
17 *. 379 » 395 . 403 , 47 ®, 635. 

Gravitation, the law of, 239, 240. 

Greet Britain: archives in, 114; 
Industrial Revolution made in, 324; 
oriental studies in, 111 r.; Union 
0707), 324; see also England; 
UNtTSD Kingdom; and under 
France. 

Greece, Ancient: Age of the Tyrantt, 
154; agricultural resources in, 323- 
4, 406; art in, 265; city-states in, 
3 * 3 . 378, ?8i, 384, 386, 388, 520, 
521; colonies planted by, 265, 323, 
386, 388, 389, 390-1; Roman 
Commonwealth, conflict with, 386- 
7; see also Athens; Sparta; and 
under Achasmenian Empire; 
Eovpt. 

Greece, Modem: geographical area of, 
375; international politics, interest 
in, 58a; Ottoman Empire, relations 
with, 313 R., 540; separate identity, 
preservation of, 211; Westerniza¬ 
tion of, 561 R. 

Greek coins, 449. 

Greek language, the, 376, 378, 379, 
390. 391. 39 *. 398, 403, 4 * 9 . 434 , 
441, 44 * »nd 459 , 461, 463. 4 ^, 
465, 485, 557 »■, 575 , 577 . 578 , 582, 
589, 590. 59 *, 593 and «• 

Greek law, 377 n., 379-80. 

Green, J. R., 631. 

Gregory, T. S., 5 r., 39 w. 

Gregory I the Great, rope and Saint, 
264-5, 

Gregory VII, Pope (lldebrando 
Aldobrandeschi, Hildebrand), 96, 
* 57 - 

Grunebaum, G. E. von, 405 r., 601 r. 

Guardini, R., 251 n. 

Guerard, A. L., 5 r., 45 R., 239,243 n., 
246 and fl., 201 R., 264 R., 646. 

Gupta Empire, the, 191, 196, 207 r., 
311, 402. 

Gurian, W., 161 n., 245 R., 246R., 
264 R., 377, 553 R., 605 R., 610 R., 

645, 646. 

Gurjaras, the, 402. 

Giirster, E., 535 n., 567 n., 568 r. 


Habakkuk, the Prophet, 423. 

Hfiflz, Muhammad Sham8-ad*Dln, of 
Shiraz, 576. 

Hailsham, Viscount, 94 r. 

Hikim bi ’amr'illih, Fitimid Caliph, 

_ 4 I 5 «. 

Halecki, O., 518 r. 

Hales, E. E. Y., 5 r., 26, 38 r., 44 n., 
45 »»-, * 43 «-, * 44 . 635 638 fl., 

643 R., 647. 

Hslevi, Jehudah, 664. 

Hal<vy, Daniel, 175 r., 253. 

Hall, D. G. E.. 673 n. 

Hamadan, 436, 437. 

Hamath, 40^, 421, 424, 425. 

Hammurabi, King of Babylon, 
Emperor of Sumer and Akkad, 173, 
311, 444 . 431, 580 R. 

Hampl, £., x6i n., 175 r., 235, 239 h., 
400 n., 411 R., 413 R. 

Han Dynasty, the. Posterior and 
Prior, 202. 

Han l^pire, the: as the Chinese 
universal state, 175, 183, 196, tix; 
avatars of, 190,310, 619; centraliza¬ 
tion and lociJ autonomy, com¬ 
promise between, in, 618-19; 
Confucianism given official status 
by, *37, *78, 202; duration of, xSo, 
304; establishment of, axo, 618; 
expansion of, 178, 202; fall of, 95 R., 
175, 180, 181, 182, 194 304: 

interregnum following, 180; local 
states, treatment of, 210; mono¬ 
lithic structure of, 181; nomads, 
relations with, 202; political unity 
achieved by, 309; solidity of, 175 R.; 
universality of, 310. 

Hancock, Sir Keith, X14, 124 r. 

Handlin, O., 38 fl., 150 r., 154, 284, 
302 fl. 

Hannibal, son of Hamilcar Barca, 
384. 

Hansa League, the, 520. 

Hanson, A. H., X40R., 150 r., 154, 
* 57 , *64 »•, * 75 . ^ St. 

Hapsburg Monarchy, the, 194, 523, 
524. 54 *. 6<*- 

Hardy, the Rev. E. R., Jr., 14 r., 
54 fl., 73 n., lOOR., 101 fl., 133 "•» 
x6x R., X77 R., X84R., 186 R., 188 n., 
247 R., 405 R., 609 R., 625 n., 640, 

645* 

Harran, 414 r., 443 n. 

Harvey, William, 35. 

Hasmonaean (Maccabaean) Dynasty, 
the, 486, 500, 501, 502, 503, 505. 

Hsssuna, 334, 336 r. 

Hatra, 466. 

Hauer, Professor Jakob Wilhelm 631. 

Hawran, the, 410. 
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Hayck, F. A.: 564n.; The Coan/er- 
Revoluticm of Scunct quoted, 10 n., 
15. *9. *«. »a. 5* «•. *5. I04> 105-6. 
117, 241, 271 R. 

Haztd, King of Danuscus, 427. 

Heaven, the Queen of, worship of, 
428 and n., 492. 

Hebrew language, the, 397 and r., 
417. 4*8 R., 4 * 3 . 434 . 4 Sa. 464, 597 J 
see also Cakaanitb Language. 


Hebrews, the: 397 R., 409 and n., 4*0, 
4x2, 415, 418 and 419, 420, 421, 
422,423,46s, 489.490, 502; see also 
AvcMONtTBS; Edomites; Israelitbs ; 
JwAHiTTS: Jews; MoABrrEs. 
Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich, 
131 R., 235, 641 R., 656. 
Heine>Geldem, R., 361 r., 362 r., 
363, 364- 

'Hellene', connotation of the word. 


39 *-*' 

Hellenic Civilization, the: achieve¬ 
ments of, 412: alien conquest of, 
absence of, in history of, 3^; ante¬ 
cedents of, 593: archaeological 
O'idence for, 112; art, 291, 394, 
41*1 4x3. 449> 450; as a competitor 
for opening up of Western Medi¬ 
terranean, 323, ^94; as a mode! for 
structure and history of a civiliza¬ 
tion, 3, 143, IS3, 1^ *65-6, 

168 R., 169, 170-86, 189, 196-7, 
217, 247 «•. 304. 306. 3**. 366, 395 
399-401, 402, 405, 5 * 8 . 5 »*. 
548, 549 . 584 585. 586, 587. 

59 X. 593 . 002 R., 652; as a solvent, 
448, 449; barbarians — assimila¬ 
tion of, 171, 466; — attitude of, to¬ 
wards Hellenism, change in, 155-6; 
— break-through by, 186; — 
Greek-apeaking, 376; — successor- 
states established by, 17a;'—tee 
also under Roman Empire; break¬ 
down. it6, 157, 171, 174, X96, 5x0, 
521, 616, 618; Chinese model ap¬ 
plied to, 192-3; Christianity, rela¬ 
tions with, 171, 172, 181-a, 395, 
396, 441, 445; —see also under 
Rox>can Empire; chronology of, 
j2i; common store of knowledge 
in, 106; continuity of history of, 
44o;creative peak in history of, 172; 
cultural diffusion from, 17 r., 389, 
442 and R., 449; cultural heritage of, 
410; culture, common, recomition 
of, 395 , 44 *: decomposition of, 447- 
8 , 449 , 450, 453 , 454 .456, 460; dis¬ 
integration of, 153, 156, 171, 174, 
*75‘^, 375, 6x6; tfistinctive ixutitu- 
tions of, 281; expansion of, 375-6, 
670; extinction of, 163, 179 R., 182, 


395 . 44 *. 443 , 445 . 47 *. 473 . 475 . 
479. 528, 581, 584; force, effect of 
use of, 6^ R.; genesis of, 395, 4x8, 
419; geographical range of, 375-6; 
geographical setting of, 582; geo¬ 
graphy, study of, in, 635 r.; growth 
of, 154,156, 521 ; heartland of, 390; 
historic observation, relativiw of, 
in, 52; history, low valuation of, 18; 
history of — completeness of, 163, 
584, 585; — constantly re-written, 
50-51 ; —' surviving sources for, 
117-8; hybris, 638; identification 
of. 285, 286; identity, loss of, 472, 
560 R. ; Indie Civilization, encounter 
with, 94 «.. *83, 293, 40X-2; 
‘Indian Summer' of, 377; inter¬ 
regnum — preceding, xo6, 418,4x9, 
557; — following, xo6, 172, 175, 
t8o, 196, 304, 444 . 5x8; Islarmc 
Civilization, ration to, 447 n<, 559; 
languages used in, 376, 59a; last 
survivors of, 443 «• J literature of, 

461, 577-8, 581. 582, 584. 59x; 

marchmen, role of, in, 311; mili¬ 
tarism in, 374; Minoan-Helladic- 
Mycenaean Civilization, — affilia¬ 
tion to, X63, 374 406, 547 . 559 ; 

— cultural heritage from, 410; 
minority, dominant, in, X71 ; oriental 
influences on, 4^; Orthodox 
Christian Civilization, — 'ap- 
parentation’ to, 169, 171, 172, 176, 
*83. 366, 447 »•. 547 . 550. 559; “ 
unity Mrith, question of, x8i h.; 
Panhellenic festivals, a8i; particu¬ 
lars, its contempt for, x8, X24-5; 
philosophy of, 177, 449 - 5 ®. 67X- 
2R.: —see also Axustotelianism; 
Epicureanism; Platonism; 

Stoicism; political disunity in, 171, 
*84, 395, 406; political unity — 
attaixunent of, 309, 374, 376, 379, 
38X, 3^, 400, 521; —candidstes 
for achieving, 375, 377, 381, 385-6, 
388, 389: —imposed on, by King 
Philip II of Macedon, 470; pro¬ 
letariat of—external, 171, X72, 
*75; —internal, x?:, 172, X75-6, 
285, 286; rationalism in, 80, 172; 
reali^ of, indisputable, 289, 457; 
religion of, 78, 82, 427 and r., 
443 ".. 488, 489, 490, 62s; —x<« 
also above Christiania; renaissances 
of, X7a, 17s and n., 177, xSa, 185; 
Roman history in relation to, 375- 
92; satellites of, 55a and n., 56X r., 
672; science, physical, study of, 
* 37 . 59 * ">> 672 R. ; spiritual vitally 
ox, in ^sintegration, 447 n.; superi¬ 
ority, conviction of its own, 449; 
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synoptic vision, its quest for a, 610 n.; 
Syriac Civilization ~ fusion with, 
449 ttqa., 454 . 460, 47*, 473, 554, 
561 n., 672; — reciprocal influences, 
449 —relation to, 406-7; — 

resemblances and differences, 395^ 
6; see alto under SykiaC'H^lekic 
Culture-Compost; Syriac World ; 
time of troubles, 17 n., t86, 196, 
197 n., 303-4 and n., 382, 521; 
town and country, relations be¬ 
tween, in, 277; unitariness of, 412; 
unity and disunity, rhythm of, in, 
192-3; universal state of, 518, 521; 
— tee o/soRomakEmpire; Western 
attitude towards, 635-6; Western 
Civilization — 'apparentation* to, 
:<3, 162, 169, 171, 17a, 176, 183, 
287 292, 304, 366, -^7«.. 5*0, 

528 547, 548, 549 , 500, 576; — 

resemblances to, 585; —separate¬ 
ness from, degree of, t8x n., 287 n., 
550n.; women, status of, in, 378; 
writing, art of, in, 106, ^9, 560 n.; 
see also Roman State; Rome; and 
under Ecyptiac Civilization; 
Islam; Syriac Civilization. 

Hellenic great powers’ arena in the 
Aegean and in Sicily, 521. 

Helleno-Sinic model for structure and 
history of a civilization, 197-209, 

304- 

Henning. W. B., 435, 4^ and n. 

Henry VIII, King of England, 162, 
521. 

Heracleides Ponticus, 392. 

Heraclius, Roman Emperor, 463. 

Herbert, George, 569. 

Herder, Johann Gottfried von, 131 ». 

Herford, R. Travers, 294 n., 4x6 n., 
480, 48X n., 482 R., 486 n., 488 R., 
494 R., 499-5x2 porrim in footnotes, 
515 and R., 624 R., 667. 

Herkovitz, M. J., 271 n. 

Hero of Alexandria, 201. 

Herod the Great, 480, 486, 502, 503 
and R., ^04. 

‘Herodianism’, 232, 651 n. 

Herodotus, 18, 52, 127 r., 436 n., 463. 

Herrenvolk, 53 n. 

Heuristic memod, the, 43,166, 243-6, 
25a, 641. 

Hezekiah, King of Judah, 424, 425. 

Hicks, GranviUe, x6or., 223, 247 r., 
284. 

HiiJz, the, 393. 

Hill, Christopher, 39 n., 149 n., x6i R., 
' 538 53 ?"-. 59 * n. 

Hillel, the interpreter of the Torah, 
502. 

Hindu Civilization, separate existence 


of, question of, 169, 170 r., 182-4, 
287 n., 293 R., 40a, 527, 550, 560 R. 

Hinduism: as a chrysa^, 169; as a 
component of a society’s culture, 
85 2*8; communal and univer- 

m 1 outlooks, alternation between, 
in, 86-88, 294 R,; continuity of, with 
the past, 220, 221; creed, absence 
of a, 219; gods, conception of, 86, 
183; incarnations, belief in, 624; 
modem form—founder of, question 
of identifying, 220; — rise of, 94 n., 
182-:^, 206; polytheism in, 05 r.; 
primitive elements in, 220; pro¬ 
pagation of, in South-East Asia, 
86, 364-s; scriptures, memoriza¬ 
tion of, 276; secessions from, 88; 
tolerant spirit of, 99, a2&-i, 222, 
583-4 R., 625; universality of, 85, 
86, 88; usage of the worn, 85 r.; 
tee alto under Buddhism. 

Kingston, R. W. G., 566. 

Hinnom, the valley o^ 424. 

Hiongnu, the. 202. 

Hippocratean School of Medicine, 
98 n. 

Hippocrates of Cos, X03, 635 r. 

Hiram, King of Tyre, 422, 423. 

HishSm, Caliph, 466. 

Historians: ancestral religion’s influ¬ 
ence on views of, 413, 420 r., 478, 
482; as collectors of facts, 226, 229; 
definition of their activity, 14, 225; 
heritage from predecessors under¬ 
estimated by some recent Western, 
^33. 634; rulers as, 660; socio¬ 
logists, their feud with, 129 and r., 
226, 227; Western, languages in¬ 
dispensable for woric of, on Egyptian 
and South-West Asian history, 463, 
464: see also Scholars. 

‘Historismus’, ^62. 

History, meaning the course of events: 
as expenence of frustration, 
657 and R. : as die story of individual 
souls in a transcendental setting, 
657; comprehensive view of, 136 
jerc., 227 . 59 *. 633 and n., 634, 
639 R., 660; conflicts between 

human wills in relation to, 237-8 n. ; 
cyclic rhytfiro in, 585; facts of, 229 
segg., 244-7; distortions of true 
picture of, X43, 659-60; intel- 
tirible aspect of, 272; Jewish and 
Christian interpretations of, 4x3, 
419-20 n., 47 *. 477 . 478. 654; l»w 
and freediNn in, 235-42; laws of, 226. 
228; materislist interpretation of, 
600 R. : meaning of, 228, 657; 
mechanism of, 259, 261; multi- 
dimensioiulity of, 659; patterns in. 
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History (coni.). 

innumerable, 519*20; process of, 
totsl signifk^ce of, 638 n.; pro* 
gross in — criterion of, 527 n .; — 
effect of, ^31: purpose revealed by, 
622; reladtvicy of human observer’s 
approach to, 47 -^» *58, 573 . 574 . 
583, 58^, 608; secular interpreta¬ 
tion of, 638 n.; sinde-track cb^ of, 
132 and n., 143,161,163,164,165, 
594; supposed supematiii^ element 
in, treatment w, 7»“73: unpre¬ 
dictable aspect of, 74, 239; usage of 
the word in this sense, 22^ n. 

History, meaning inquiry mto the 
course of events: archaeology in 
relation to, 593 and n.; as a recon¬ 
struction, 225 and R.; as the ‘re¬ 
enactment’ of the past in the histo¬ 
rian’s mind, 245 "‘i basic approach 
of, applicable to phenomena of all 
Unds, 225; botany in relation to, 
167, 229, 231; definitioR of, 14, 
225-7, 228; dialectical method of 
inquiry in relation to, 641 and n.\ 
economics as key to, 661; myth in 
relation to, 250-2; rutural, 225; 
organization of data, problem of, 
164 stqq., 226, 591; philo^hy in 
relation to, 226, 605: ‘philosophy* 
of, 605 fl., 653, 656; political, 66^ 
1; prehistory, 662-3; ‘salvational 
(ffrifigesc/udite)', 652, 653, 654; 
science, physical, in relation to, 19, 
22, 167, 225, 226, 605; second^ 
sources for, 133 r.; sdection in¬ 
evitable in, 246^ R. : social sciences 
in relation to, 599 n .; sociology of, 
657; specialization in, 633-4; 
specialist and generalist approa^es 
to, 133 segg., 139 r., 141 r.; team- 
work in, 104 n.; units of, 290; um- 
versal, 229 r. ; %^ue-judgements in, 
54 *« 99 - 5 SI- 2 , 598 n. 

Hitler. Adolf, 532, 571, 608, 6x7, 

628 R., 63 r. 

Hittite Civilization, the, 112, 410, 
547 .549.580, 593,615, 6i6i sec also 
Khatti Empwb. 

Hittites, the, 409, 410, 411, 412, 4 * 7 . 

418. 421. 424- 

Hobbes, Thomas, 271, 282 r. 

Hofer, W., 6. 

Holbom, H^o, 38 n,, i6z r., 229, 
230 n., 245 n., 2^ R., 264 R., 605 R., 
n., 644. 

Holcombe, A. N., a8 r., 574 n., 592 r., 
606, 607 R., 6^ R., 617 R., 643 R., 
653. 

Holland, 528 R. 

Holmes, Justice O. W., i. 


Holy Roman Empire, the: see WgsT 
Roman Empire. 

Homeric epic, the, 486 r. 

Honduras, the Republic of, 367 and 
R., 368. 

Honduras, British, 371 r. 

Hook, S., 38 R., 39 "<. 240 R., 258 R., 
259 . 645- 

Hdpker, W., 238, 269 n. 

Homell, J., 362, 363. 

Horse, the, 469, 615. 

Hosea, the Prophet, 429 r., 490 h. 

Hourani, Albert, 5, 9 n., tz n., 23 n., 
27 «•. 39 88 n., r6r 167, 223, 

22AR., 238, 24 *. 243 R., 247 R., 
258, 279, 30a n., 573 «•, 575 . 587 
605 n., 625 R., 646, 6m. 

Hover, O., 327 n., 500 n., 60a n., 
609 R., 644. 

Howard, John, S 7 i. 

Hsia Dynasty, the, 190, 191, 349. 

Huaca Prieta Culture, the, 341, 356. 

Hudson, G. F., 629 r. 

Hughes, H. Stuart, 5, 653 and r. 

Hu^enots, the, 212. 

HalSgQ, Mongol war-lord, 476. 

Human sacrifice, 424, 425, 426. 

‘Humanist’, usage of the word, 53 n. 

Hume, David, 198. 

Huimnel, A. W-, 123. 

Hundred Yean War. the, 265. 

Huns, the, 400, 402. 

Hunting, 151, 328 and n., 329, 330, 
333 and R., 338, 340, 341, 342, 358, 
374 - 

Huntington, Ellsworth, i, 133 r., 147, 
247 «. 

Hurrians (Horites, Hivites), the, 

418 R. 

Huxley, Aldous, 564, 657 n. 

Hwai River, the, 348, 351, 352. 

Hybris, 580, 581 n., 638-9 R. 

Hyksos, the, 204 n., 416 r., 418 r., 
448. 

Hypotheses, 4 i“ 47 . *86, 187, 230, 
231, 237 . 239. 243. » 45 . *46 n., 248, 
252, 287, 289. 

Iberian Peninsula, the, 458, 553 r. 

Ibn Khaldun al-Hadntiii, '^Abd-ar- 
RahnoSn, 205, 265. 

Icarus, 647. 

Idumaeans, the, 50a and r., 503. 

Imatius Loyola, Saint, 264. 

Il^nacon, Pharaoh, 56-57,126,408 r., 
409 R., 415 H., 494. 

Il-Khanate, the Mongol, in Iran, 191, 
205, 206 R. 

Illyrians, the, 311, 391. 

Inca Empire, the: Anucanians, resis¬ 
tance of, to, 6r5; as a universal 


INDEX 


state, 195. *06, 3 ”. 372. 373 . 374 ; 
estobliahmcnt of, 195, 372, 373; 
enansion of, aio, ^73; lasting 
effects of, 374; miUtansm of, 614; 
military equipment of, 614, 615; 
organization of, 373, 374; regional 
empires preceding, 373; resistance 
of Incas to Spania^ after con¬ 
quest, 615: Spanish conquest of, 
195. 373-4, 504 , 6096x3, 6x4 
and ft., 615, 627; submissiveness of 
subject population, 615; see also 
Andean* Civilization; Peru. 

Indeterminacy, 316. 

India: Aryan invasion of, iSz, 184, 
629 R.; as a geographical entity, 
402; Brahman caste, rdle of, in, 
183-4, 2o6, 62^, 629R.; break in 
continuity of history, question of, 
85 R., 169-70 and n., 173, 182-4, 
185, x86, 2o6, 28^ R., 293 R., 402, 
557; British m, 65, 173, 191, 
207, 2X2, ais, 300. 3”, 623; caste 
system in, 86, 632; community 
development work in, 274 n .; educa¬ 
tion in, ^75; Hindus and Muslims, 
hostility between, in, 673; historians, 
paucity of, in, 18; Indo-European- 
speaking peoples' entry into, 496; 
Liberal Western way of life adopted 
in, 544; 'Mutiny, the Indian’ (1857), 
606; parliamentary system in, 528; 
political unification of, 173; renais¬ 
sances in, 185: Shl'Is in, 459; 
tolerant spirit of, 583-4 r.; Union, 
the Indian, 207 r.; unity and dis¬ 
unity, alternating rhythm of, in, 
101; Westernization of, 212; see 
also Gupta Empire; Maurya 
Empire; Mucpial Empire; and 
under Alexander the Great; 
Reality: Absolute. 

Indie Civilization, the: art of, 364, 
365: cultural diffusion from, 364-5, 
673; fossils of, 293; Hellenic intru¬ 
sion on, 94 H., 18^, 293, 401-2; 
Indus Culture, relation to, 547, 557, 
560; nomads, relations with, 40X, 
402; philosophy, schools of, 17-18, 
462; reality of, indisputable, 457; 
satellites of, 561; scriptt used in, 
365, 557South-East Asian 

modifications of, 597, 673: Sinic 
Civilization, encounters with, 354; 
universal states of, 402; see also 
Buddhism; Hinduism. 

'Individual', meaning of the word, 
107. 

Individuals, creative, 17 r., 263-6, 



Indo-European languages, the, 431, 

, 496, 59 *. 593 . 597 - 

Indonesia, ai6, 363, 561, 597, 673. 

Induction, 23 segq., 41, 42, 57, xai, 
x66 R., 244, 245 

Indus Culture, the: alien invaders of, 
616, 632; archaeological evidence 
for, xia, 348, 547 n., 594. 615; dis¬ 
appearance of, 173, 293 R., 40a; 
environment, physical, of, 348; 
genesis of, 345, 348, 349 . 35 ®. 3531 
reclamation of land by, 339, 351 n., 
352, 406; religion of, 85 n., 183; 
script used by, 348, 557 n.; style of, 
353; Sumero-AJekadian Civiliza¬ 
tion, relation to, 345,348; universal- 
state phase, question of, 561 n.; see 
also under Indic Civilization. 

Industrial Revolution, the, 200, 208, 
277, 283, 323, 324, 33» 338, 522, 

66x. 

Industrialism, 337. 

Infmity, attempt to bring it under 
mental control, 136-7. 

Inge, Dean W. R., 4 r., 40. 

Insects, the social, 273, 33a, 564, 566, 
568. 

Inspiration, 149, 150. 

Institutions: as 'Juggernauts' and 
‘Molochs’, 638; as man-made, 231- 
2, 271 R.; as networks of relations 
betiA'cen persons. 232, 2^3, 268, 
270 R., 271; as public utilities, 637- 
8; as slums, 270, 636, 637, 638; 
breakdowns of, 301, 303; collective 
self-centredness in, 638; defmition 
of, 268-71; duration of, 268-9, 303, 
^84, 612-13; force as an ingr^ient 
in, 612-X3; fossilization of, 299; 
idolization of, 638; inadequacy of, 
568; inevitability of, 270, 637; 
invisibility of, 290-a; organisms, 
difference from, 268, 269 r., 584; 
participants in, 269, 271; personal 
relations and, 269-70, 636-7; 

personalization of, 117-18 and n.; 
reality of, 233, 270-1, 289; relation 
of, to civilizations, societies, and 
communities, 271, 281. 

Insurance companies, 598 n. 

Inte^retation, 29-30 r., 30-31, 65. 

Intuition, 1x7-18. 

Ionia, 491, 635. 

Iran: Achaemenids’ origin in, 455; 
agriculture in oases and flood-plains 
01, 3 * 9 . 333 . 334 , 33^ n. ; Arab con¬ 
quest of, 434 , 466, 476, 67 Z- 3 "-; 
central desert of, 333: 'classical' 
education in, 575; cultural history 
of, 539-40 R., 67a, 673 R.; Mongol 
invasion of, effects of, 475; Neo- 
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Iran (conl.)> 

lithic culture in, 333, 334, 3^; 
Nestorian Christian diaspori in, 
5^4 n.; Post-Alexandrine chapter of 
hutory in, 45a, 452-3 n.; Safawi 
rdgime in, 459; Shi'ism in, 89, 97, 
459 , 87a; 2 ^rocatriamsm in, 4^, 
47 ^. 539 «•. 673 r« also Aghae- 
MtNiAN Empire; Median Empire; 
Sasakian Empire; Zoroastrianism. 

Iranian Civilization, the Pre-Islamic, 
446, 460, 479 « r 55 * «•. S^- 

Iranian languages, the, 431, 432, 433, 
434 . 453 456. 543 . 576 . 578. 

Iranian plateau, the, 431, 436, 496. 

Iranians, the, 411, 431, 438, 452, 
539 540 w also tmder 

SumerO'Akkadian Ciyiuzation; 
Syriac Civilization. 

Iranic Muslim Civilization, 169, 
170 n., 20s, 206, 4S9, 540 "., 547 . 
550. 67a. 

Iraq, 2i6, 346 453 455-6 and 

n., 466, 473 . 474 , 554 ".. 593 . 594 . 
660; sM also Babylonia; Meso¬ 
potamia; Tigris-Euphrates Basin. 

Ireland, 560 n. 

Irish, the, 214 n., 260. 

Irreverence, 620-40. 

'Iron Curtain*, the, 71 and it. 

Irrigation, 318, 3 * 9 . 33®, 33 i. 333 . 
337 . 338 339 . 340, 34 * »tKl 

348. 35 *. 354 . 370, 406, 436 

474. 

Isaac. 4*4. 4 * 5 . 47 *. 494 - 

Isaiah, the Prophet, 429 it. 

Ishmacl, 415. 471- 

Ishtar, worship of, 492. 

Isis, worship of, 221, aSz. 

Islam: antecedents and oripna of, 
403. 454 . 455 . 456, 46*. 4S5, 467. 
468; Arab Caliphate, relation to, 
400 and n., 455; Arabic language in 
relation to, 463, 465; as a chcysalia, 
169; as an heretical form of 
Cltfistianity or Judaiam, 172, 483, 
498, 512: as a higher religion, 220, 
467, 470, 471, 473; as the pure 
religion of Abraham, 164, 220, 466, 
471, 477; as a sy-mptom of the last 
stage of Syriac history, 400; as a 
Syriac reaction agaiiut Hellenism; 
I? "., 260, 313 n., 401, 403, 450, 
466-7; as the Syriac tmiveisal 
church, 405; breach of cultural con¬ 
tinuity created by advent of, 
alle^, 206, 462. 463, 464, 465; 
civiUzations related to, 169, 17011.; 
communal outlook of, 88, 89; con¬ 
verts to, 52, 88,400,414,444,450 ft., 
453 . 454 . 46* 463. 47 *. 473 . 47^. 


56011., 672; early history of, 89, 
440, 461 Egyptian citadel of, 
63111.; epiphany of, 1711., 18511., 

403. 444. 46*. 462, 464. 467. 468, 

475. 476. 479 . 480; exclusive- 

mindednesa of, 222; formative 
period of, 561 n.; growth of, 47D-3, 
475; Hellenic elements in, 450-1, 
453-4, 671 and n.; Hellenic intel¬ 
lectual resources drawn on bp, 
185 n., 450 and n,, 467, 672 «.; in 
Indonesia, 673; Iranians, relations 
with, 540 It. ; Islamic Civilization, 
relation to, 475, 476; Judaism, 
relation to, 87-88, 400, 41a, 4^, 
45 *. 478, 479 . 596; ‘Magian 

Civilization’, relation to, 445; 
maturity of, 473 . 474 , 4751 military 
and political impact of, on World, 
461, 462-3; missionary work of, 89, 
45*. ^3.073: nationalist element in 
early Arab, 471; Nestorian and 
Monophyaite Christian influence 
on, 671, 67211.; original home of, 
4735 ‘People of the B<x)k', 463,467, 
470; place of, in history, ^1-76, 
479, 480; pret^ents for, 46a, 466- 
7: primitive elements in, 221, 463; 
primitive Muslim Araba’ attitude 
towards, 469, 471; relation to 
container-civilization, 89 seqq., 218, 
221, 222; religious orders in, 427; 
rituiU and social regulations of. 219; 
r 61 e of 'Chosen People' taken over 
by adherents of, 478, 488; secular 
purposes, diversion to, 461-a, 471, 

476, 505; Shl'sh, the, 89, 97, 459, 
672; success of, 46111.; Sunnis, 
doctrinal unity of, 459; Syriac 
Civilization, relation to, 406, 434, 
440, 454-5 5 Syriac element in, 
453 - 4 . 455; theology, system of, 
450,467, 471, 671 If.; tolerant spirit 
of, 463; 'ulomi, consensus (ijmS") 
of, 47611., 50911.; uniqueness, pre¬ 
tension to, 621; universality of, 89, 
221, 222, 454, 467, 47*. 5**5 
Western historians' views on, 462, 
463, 464, 465, 473, 475; Western 
World, relations with, 458; Zoro¬ 
astrianism, relation to, 463, 471, 
473 . 672; set also Arab Cj^iphatb; 
Ml'hammad; and under Christi¬ 
anity; Syriac-Hbllbnic Culture- 
Compost. 

Islamic Civilization: break of con¬ 
tinuity between Syriac Civilization 
and, 29311.; division of, into an 
Arabic and an Iramic segment, 459, 
460; expansion of, 164; generated 
by Syriac-Hellenic culture-compost, 
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454 . 549 . 554 . 671 »n<I n.; genesis 
of, 447 n., 475, 549; identification 
of, 285, 286, 287 n.; Nestorian and 
Monophysite Christianity in rela¬ 
tion to, 460, 554; South-East Asia, 
radiation into, 597, 673; Sunnah 
and Shfah, partition between, 459; 
survival of, 582; Syriac Civilization, 
relation to, 479: time-span of, 
561unitariness of, 459, 460; 
Western Civilization, contact with, 
163; se« also AjtADtc Muslim 
Civilization; Iranic Muslim 
Civilization; and under Hellenic 
Civilization. 

Islamic State, Muhammad’s, 462, 
469-70, 471, 47 fi- 

Islamic World: configuration of, after 
break-up of Arab Caliphate, 459- 
60; historical records of, 463, 464; 
non-Muslim minorities in, 463. 

Isma’U Shah Safawi, 459, 672. 

Israel, the Kingdom of; Assyrisn con¬ 
quest of, 211, 429, 439, 460, 489, 
491, 492; colonization of, by 

AMyrians, alleged, 430 n. ; domain of, 
483; Judah, relations with, 420,421, 
422, 424; Tyre, alliance with, 422. 

Israel, the State of, 394. 39 ^. 4 ^ 5 . Si 4 > 
5 > 5 . 5 » 7 * 

Israelites, the: art of, 423; as agricul¬ 
turists, 417. 4 ^ 0 . 4 a». 4 * 3 - 4 . 4*6; 
as ‘Chosen People', 414, 415, 478, 
623; as nomads, 422,426; Assyrians, 
relations with, 422;— tee also under 
Israel ; deportation of, 399,428,436, 
437 . 439 . 489. 491. 49 *. 5*75 econo¬ 
mic and social revolution in eighth 
century B.C., 489, 490-1; Egypt, 
relations with, 409-10 n.; Egyptian 
personal names among, 41611.; 
identity, loss of their, 211, 399, 428, 
437 . 438, 439 . 489. 49 *. 5 * 7 ; in¬ 
fluence of Israelite deportees on 
Zarathustra, possible, 436-7; Jewish 
version of history of, 477, 555, 623; 
kinsmen of, 415; language of, 412, 
417,423; literature of, 417,4»9.4*«», 
4 * 7 , 438, 487. 488, 496 leM-, 555. 
623, 641;— see also Judaism: scrip¬ 
tures ; maritime enterprise of, 394 n.; 
minor part played by, in history of 
mankind, 479; Moabites, relations 
with, 424,426; Mosaic Law, 423-4; 
Patriarchs, the, 397 n., 414 n.; 
Philistines, relations with, 421; 
Phoenicians, relations widi, 422,425, 
477; political impotence of, after 
AMynan conquest, 491; Prophets, 
the, ia6, 412, 413, 4*6, 4 * 3 “ 7 . 435 . 
437, 482 49 *. 493 »*. 494 . 5 * 5 . 


6241*.; racial and cultural fusion 
with other peoples in Palestine, 417, 
418, 420, 422, 423; racial origin of, 
427; religion of,4i2-i7,4i9B.,4ao»., 
435 . 437 , 445 , 480, 
482 n., 487 ff., 488-90, 492,494 and 
n., 502;—sesoiro Yakweh; response 
of, to challenge of deportation, 
437-8; mthlessness of, 419 n.; 502; 
scif-criticism among, 624 n.; settle¬ 
ment of, in Palestine, 409 410 n., 

414 417. 4*8, 4*0. 4 * 3 . 4 * 4 , 4 * 6 , 

490, 502; surviving representatives 
of. 211, 399, 430, 477; Syriac 
Civilization, relation to, 412n.; 
temper and outlook of, 490; 
theophoric personal names among, 
425; urban life among, 426; see also 
Hebrews and under Canaanitss. 

Italy: as a province or satellite of the 
Hellenic Civilization in the last 
millennium b.c., 552-3, 560-1 n.; 
city-states, position of, in fourteenth 
century, 520; ‘classical’ education, 
modem Western, originated in, 575, 
577. 636; political unification of, 
606 : town and country, relation 
between, 277 n.: see tmo under 
Alexander the Great. 

Ituraeans, the, 502. 

Jacob, the Hebrew Patriarch, 397 n., 
4 * 4 . 494 - 

Jacobite Monophysite Patriarchate of 
Antioch, the, 457-8. 

Jainism, 88, 293. 

Jamnia, 480, 505. 

Japan: atomic bombs dropped on, 
570; atomic weapon, conceivable 
use of, by, 524; Chinese cultural 
influence on, 207 r. ; Chinese model 
for imperial government in, 190 n.; 
cultivation of the sea by, *5*"<> 
feudalism in. 19011., 20711.; Meiji 
regime in, 190, 208 n.; menace of, 
to U.S.A. and U.S.S.R., 525; re¬ 
ligion in, 221-2; Satsuma rebellion 
in, 2 o 8 n.; Tokugawa Shogunate— 
political unity achieved by, 173, 
20811.;—role of, 173, i^ii.; 207-8«.; 
urbanization in, 216; Weatemizarion 

of, 208 «., 537 »• 

Japanese, the, as a ‘Chosen People’, 
623. 

Jarmo, 334. 

Java, 3x5. 

Jebuattes, the. 420, 482 n. 

Jehu, King of Israel, 426, .^7. 

Jehudah, the Jewish Patriarch, 480. 

Jeremiah, the Prophet, 428 and n., 
429 n., 486 n., 492, 493 >1., 497 "• 
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Jericho. * 74 . * 76 . *83, 318-41, 329, 
330 , 33 *. 334 - 6 , 4^9 »*•. 4 io. 447 , 
466. 

Jeruselem, 4*0^. 4 * 4 , 430 »-. 45 *, 
491, 497-9, 505; cl*!"' *0 liturgical 
monopoly on possession of 

Ark and Temple, 430 n. 

Jesus; antecedents of, 451. 462, 502, 
516; as Messiah, 413 n., 468, 481, 
CIO, six; as Son of God, 413 n., 450; 
beliefs about Himself, His, 624: 
birth of, 157,481; conception of God, 
His, 494; death of, 463, 468, 481, 
510, 672 n.; disciples of, 516; divine 
commission claimed by, 511; 
divinity of, Christian belief in, 441, 
516, 517, 672m; divinity not 
provenly claimed by, 516; halachoth, 
His attitude tows^s, sop-io; 
Jewish appropriation of, possible 
future, 516-17; Jewish orthodoxy 
of, 516; Jews’ lack of interest in, 

478, 480, 481, 504, 5*0, 667; Jews’ 
rejection of, 87-88 n., 413 n., 468; 
ministry of, 461; mirades of, 672 n .; 
Mosaic Law transcended by, 66-87; 
Muslim view of, 672 n.; nationalism 
of, 470 and f)., 5x0; obscurity of, in 
His lifetime, 461; pacifism of, 503 n., 
505, 51 x; Pharisees, relations with, 
88«., 504R., 510, SIX, 516-17; 
rabbinical tradition regaling, 481; 
records of His career, inadequacy 
of, 463; sayinw of, 510, 597 n„ 6*4; 
Scriptures—fulfilment of, 220; — 
knowledge of, 500; — interpretation 
of. 498; aelf'sacrifioe of, 10a, 617, 
621, 624, 637; teaching of, 509, 510 
*08 **•, 517! temptation of, 461; 
trial of, 511; uniqueness of, 219; 
withdrawal-and-retum of, 264. 

Jethro, the father*m-law of Moses, 
415 R. 

Jewish Christisn Church, the, 481, 

487 «•, 504. 5 *o- 

Jews, the: ‘am ha-artt» (Teopte of the 
Land*), 50a, 503; ambiguity of their 
attitude on question whether their 
community is religious or ethnic, 
87 and n., 296; American, 306-7, 
485, 514, 66^; antiquity of, 221, 
664; as ‘Chosen People', 88, 164, 
2x7, 221. 413 and R., 477, 478, 

479 . 480, 494 . 514, 517. 622-3 

R., 627; as ‘fossils, 293-6, 479, 
664-5; as heirs of the Kingdom of 
Judsh, 483: as ‘proletarians' in the 
United States, 306-7; as survivors 
of the Syriac World, 296, 406, 430, 
439 . 440. 443 . 446, 456, 460, 479 . 
554; assimilation of, 87 r., 88 it., 


517; Babylonia as centre of gravity 
of the diasponi, 485; Babylonish 
captivity, 1^, 416, 4x7, 429, 430, 
453 . 483-8, 491-3. 497 . 499 . S® 0 . 
502, 515; Christiamty—advent of, 
makes little effect on, 480-2; — 
attitude towards, 480;—pressure 
from, 483; Conservative movement 
among, 516, 667; cultural identity, 
loss of, 504 R.; diasponi, 211 stgg., 
220, 281, 294 and R., 295-8 R., 298, 
396, 414, 4 * 5 . 4 * 9 , 430, 439 . 45 *. 
459 . 483-6, 49 *. 497 , 499 . 500, 502, 
S*S-* 7 , 575 . 597 , 666; dynamic 
impulse of, 300 n., economic power 
of, 213; education of, 575; emanci¬ 
pation of, 300, 514, 516; emigration 
of, from Judaea, 485; exclusive¬ 
mindedness of, 668; French, 514; 
gentiles—attitude towards, 512-13; 
—conversion of, 517; German treat¬ 
ment of, 627; Hellenic World, settle¬ 
ment in, 481, 485, 512; Hellenistic, 
394, 452, 66s; historians, 296 r., 
664-5; history, lack of interest in 
actual events of, 493 n .; history of—, 
as a model for structure and history 
of a civilization, 209-17, 549;— 
Christian-Mualim account of, 
478-9. 482, 488, 496, 596;—East 
Asian scholar needed to write, 
482-3; — relativity of interpretation 
of, 477-831 immigration of, into 
Palestine under British mandate, 
662; immortality of the community, 
not the individual, their paramount 
concern, 499: in fastneaaea, aix r.; 
Islam, pressure £ram, 483; leaders, 
values and ideas of, 664; Liberal 
movement among, 515, 516, 668; 
literature of, 461, 494, 495, 

^ 3 . 596, 641R., 664:—see afro 
UDAISM: scriptures; 'Lost Ten 
Tribes’, the, aio-ii, 517; mediaeval 
Europe, position in, 664; mission 
of.^496, 5x4. 51s. 5^6, 517, 667, 
668; nsrrow-heartedness of, 513; 
national disasters of, effect of, 480, 
483, 488, 489, 494 - 8 , 499 . 513-14! 
national home of, 211, 213, 214, 
* 94 , * 97 . 398; national identity, 
preaervation of, 195-6, 211-14, 4*9, 
438, 439 . 453 . 480, 483, 485-7, 
495 - 7 . 51 *. 515, 517. 664, 667, 668; 
national state, lots of, 211. 213, 
* 94 , * 97 , 398, 414, 489! national¬ 
ism of, 86, 87 R., 88 R., 294 n., 
295, 451 n., 514, 627; non-Ortho- 
dox, 596 R., organizations of, volun¬ 
tary, 667; Palestinian Araba, attitude 
of, towards effects of Jewish im- 
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migration, 66a;-—Jewish treatment 
of. 6a7 and n., peculiarity, question 
of, a95-6 414, 51a; persecution 

of, 6a8, 66s: philosophy of, 596, 
667-8: picture of world presented in 
scriptures of, 5a, 143; physio(pomy 
of, 417; politick impotence of, in face 
of successive imperial powers, 491; 
present-day position of, a79,514-16, 
667; Prophets, the, lao, i^, 435, 
481, 489. 493 «•. 499 . 504 and n., 
5 * 5 . 5 * 6 , 5 * 7 . 596 n., 597 6a4 n., 

668, 669; Ptolemaic Empire, rela¬ 
tions with, 491; racial origin of, 
397 ti., rationalistic and romantic 
schools of thought among, 665; 
Reform Movement among, 516, 
667; relative importance of, in 
world history, 479-80; religious 
identity, preservation o^ 504 n .; re¬ 
ligious motivations of, 6^-5; return 
to Palestine, question of, ^3 seqg., 
495; Romans, relations with, an, 
3^-5. 397 . 404. 4 * 7 . 45 *. 453 . 468, 

480, 481, 483, 486. 491, 499, soa, 
503, 505 and n., 511, 667; Seleucid 
Monarchy, relations with, an, 307, 
394 . 397 . 404, 4 * 7 . 477 . 480. 483. 
486 n., 491, 498, 501, 503 •elf- 
criticism among, 6x4 r., 6a7 r. ; self- 
segregation of,665; social intercourse, 
intensification of. as a pre-condition 
for the diaspori, 314; spiritual crux 
for, 495-6: Syriac Civilization, re¬ 
lation to, 413-2 3 n.; urbanization of, 
314; Zealots, 498, 503 and r., 504, 
505, 511, 516: Zionists, aia, 486, 
515-16, 597, 637, 6a8; see also 
ISRABLITBS; Jin>AHITBS; JuDAISM; 

Pharisees; and under Aciuembnian 
Empirb; Jesus. 

Jezebel, wife of Ahab, King of Israel, 
433, 435, 436, 4 * 7 ' 

Jesreel, 430, 436. 

Joan of Arc, 265. 

Job, 639; Book of, 433, 486R., 506, 
656. 

Johanan ben Zakkai, Rabbi, 220, 480, 

481, 503, 505 and fl. 

John Hyrcanus, Hasmonaean King, 
500, 501, 503 and R. 

Johnson, Samuel, 273. 

Jonadab, son of Rechab, 426. 

Jordan, the State of, 394. 

Jordan valley, the, 317-22, 326, 339; 
see also Jericho. 

Joseph, H. W. B., 257; An Introdue- 
tion to Logic, quoted, 33-25,26 and 
R., 28, 31, 41 R., 4 *n-. 84 R., 324 , 
*30, 331, 237 fl., 253. 

Josephus, Flavius, 265, 502, 664. 
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Joshua, son of Nun, 409 n., 490, 
623. 

Josiah, King of Judah, 424, 425. 
430 «. 497 . 498. 

Jowett, Benjamin, 314. 

Joynt, C. B., 9R., 15, 22 r., 25 r., 
29 n., 30 R., 38 H., 39 R., 43 R., 
100 R,, 224 R., 256, 587 R., 609 R., 
638 R., 641 n., 651 fl., 653, 655, 656. 

Judaea: exiles return to, from Baby¬ 
lonia, 429, 484-5, 498; Ezra’s and 
Nehemiah's mtsaiona to, 416, 429, 
484-S: Jewish State in, 394-7. 449 . 
498-503. 

Judah, the hill country of, 409 r. 

Judah, the Kingdom of: Assyria, 
relations with, 396, 491; capi^ of, 
420, 421, 497; domain of, <^3; ex¬ 
pansion of, 420; languages used in, 
398 and n., 41a; maritime enter- 
rise of, 394 n., 406, 422; Neo- 
abylonian Empire’s conquest of, 
2it, 297. 396, 398R., 399 , 4*8, 
460, 480-1, 482 R., 484-6, 489. 
491-3, 497; peculiarity of. question 
of, 414; position in, after Neo- 
babylonian conquest, 429; reestab¬ 
lishment of, as Jewi^ aim, 483-5, 
487 R.; aurvival of, after liquidation 
of Israel, 439; Tyre, relations with, 
422; see also under Israel. 

Judahites, the: deportation of, 3ii, 
* 97 , 4 * 7 , 430, 437 , 480, 483, 489, 
49 t, 496 se 99 .;—response to chal¬ 
lenge of, 437 - 8 , 480-1. 489, 496: 
economic and social revolution in 
eighth century B.C., 417, 489-91, 
502; human sacrifice by, 424-5; 
Jewish version of history of, 477, 
555 . 623: literature of, 4 * 3 . 43 ®. 
437, 488, 496 se<fq., 555, 623;—m 
tuso Judaism : scriptures; minor part 
played by, in history of maxilund, 
479; Moabites, relations with, 424, 
426; national identity, preservation 
of, in exile, 497; Philistines, rela¬ 
tions with, 412 R., 421, 422; 

Phoenicians, relations with, 406, 
422-4; physiognomy of, 417-18; 
political impotence of, from eighth 
century B.c., 491; priests, position 
of, after deportation, 497, 498; 
Prophets, the, 126, 412, 413, 416, 
4 * 3 . 4 * 4 , 4*6-30, 435 . 437 . 

489, 49 *. 493 «•. 494 , S*S; nic»*l •»<* 
cultural fusion with other peoples in 
Palestine. 4*0, 4 **, 4 * 9 : racial 
origin 421, 427; refugees in 
Egypt, 428 and r., 430 r., 437, 438, 
492; religion of, 420, 421 and r., 
424, 4 * 5 . 4*8-30, 435 , 437 , 445 . 
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Judahites {conu). 

480, 482 n., 483, 4S7-9. 49 *. 494 . 
495 . 497 . S^*; alio Yahwbh; 
soci^ rdFonners, 429-30; theophoric 
personal names of. 425; iirban 
minority’s relations with peasants, 
491. 502; Ya’udi, relation to, 421; 
reea^HBB»s\^'S; andund*rCKtiA\~ 
NITES. 

Judaism; alien faiths, contagicm from, 
482 antecedents of, 91,412 $egg., 
478, 487 n .; apocryphal litera- 
ture of, 503; as a component of a 
conununity’s culture, 85 tegq., siS; 
as a 'fostil', 296, 298 n.; as a higher 
religion, 296, 596; as the monument 
of the Phaiis^, 503; Covenant, the, 
220, 414, 4*5. 489^ and a., 493, 
49 S 5^8, 624 n .; definitive form, 

assumption of, 480; ’defossilization’ 
of, 516,5 r 7: destiny of, 517; distinc¬ 
tive characteristics of, 414, 506,5x5; 
doctrines of, 438; Egyptian element 
in, 415 fi., 423: ethical principles of, 
507-9; evolution of, 416-17, 425, 
437, 480-2, 486 seqq., 503, 506; ex- 
dusive-mindedness of, 220, 222, 
506; Feast of Tabernacles, 501; 
fonns of worship in, 495; founder 
of, question of who was, 220; gentile 
adherents of, 451, 50a, 512, 513; 
haggadoth, the, 508-9; nalachoth, 
the, 294 and n., 416, 480, 508-9, 
511. 516,517,667; Hdleniccolonial 
dty-statea' rejection of, 50a; heno- 
theism in, 493; idolatry, its horror 
of, 6ai; individuals, personal re¬ 
sponsibility of, 499; institutioiu in¬ 
vented and operated in Babylonia, 
497-500, 312;— ste also btlow syna- 
^gues; iiutruction in, 497, 500; 
interpretation of history taught by, 
493 n.; influence of, on Western 
Civilization, iSix.; ’J^iahness’, 
not identicd with. 87 n.; lannutge 
used by, 445; Lord’s Anointed, the, 
486; 'Magian* or 'Near Eastern' 
Civilization, relation to, 91, 445; 
Messianism in, 220,468,486,487 ft., 
505, 510, 515; metaph^ics in, 489, 
^8; Millennium, belief in, 625; 
^inim’, attitude toward the, 481, 
487 n.; missionary work of, 451-2, 
495-6. S»*. 5 * 3 . 5 » 5 -t 7 ; mono¬ 
theism of, 414, 419 n., 429 and 
450, 480, 403, 5i4;--lapses from, 
425, 426: Mosaic Law, 213, 297 n., 
4*3-4.5®7.5*5.5*7.667; nationalism 
versus univer^ism in, 86-88, 294, 
* 97 . 487. 495 - 6 , 5 *®-* 7 . 623-411., 
666, 668; Phoenician elements in. 


^3 and n.; p<^bility of its becom¬ 
ings world religion, 405; priesthood, 
decline in auAority of, after de¬ 
portation, 497-8: Priestly Code, 42 r; 
primitive elements in, zao, 221,421; 
propagation of, 378, 467; prophetic 
element in, 6^-9; prt^ytes to, 
513; rabbis, role of, in, 476 481, 

495 **•, 507**io: relative importance 
M, in world Mstory, 479-^; re¬ 
pentance, concept of, in, 493, 505; 
resurrection of the b^y, Mief in, 
486, 486-711., 504; revelation of 
God’s will in the Torah, 478,495 n., 
506;—written, 41J, 417, 499, 506, 
508, 516;—unwntten, 415. 417, 
499 . 508, 516;—rse also Torah; 
ritual, 2*3, 204 ***d **•> 4**1 498, 
499.50*. S07, 668; sacrifice in, 497 n., 
507; scribes, role of, 498-9, 501, 
508; scriptures of, 3^ n., 415-16, 
4 * 3 . 4 * 5 . 4 * 7 . 430. 440, 44 *. 445 . 
45 *. 477 . 478, 480-*, 488, 490. 

497 - 9 , 505^, 508-11, 516 i»„ 517, 

548, 555, 596 623, 667;— also 

Gsmara; Midrashim; Mishkah; 
Piktatruch: Talmud; secular 
purposes, diversion of, to, 294 and 
*<•. 505; spiritual genius of, 59611.; 
spirituaJ vitality of, 29811., soon.; 
suffering, belia in fruitfulness of, 
581 624 n.; supreme value of, 

596; synagogues, 497 - 8 , 499-500, 
510 and n., 51a, 667; Tannaim, the, 
480; Temple, the, 422-3 and n., 
424, 430 487 «•. 493 , 497 »•. 

498- 501; theology in, 508; tradi¬ 
tional polytheism, breach with, 220, 
221; unchanging character of, 
official view of, 415-17; uniqueness, 
belief in its own, 213, 295. A12, 541, 
621-3, 666; university of, 85, 86 
and n., 88 and n., 494,495;— set also 
abovt nationalism; ^roastrianism, 
relation to, 294-5, 43S-9, 482 n., 
539 ».; set also Vahweh; and undtr 
CtuusTiANiTY; Islam. 

Judges, the Book of, 490. 

Jugoalsvia, 543. 

Julius Caesar, C., *90, 382, 385. 

Jun^, C. G., 62, 241 n. 

Justinian (Flavius Anicius lustinianus) 
I, Roman Emperor, 192, 193, 201, 
378, 39 *. 464 «• 

Kant, Immanuel, 669. 

Kassites, the, 411, 

Kaufinan, Y., 88 n. 

Kaufinann, W., 38«., 4511., 13111., 
17111., 186-7, 23s, 26411., 646. 

Kecakemeti, P., 43 n., 609 n. 
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Kcnitet, the, 397 4*5 421 and 

4 » 9 - 

Kenizzitet, the» 4ZI. 

Kent, Kin^om of, 310 n. 

Kenya, 637, 633. 

Kenyon, Kathleen, 317, 318, 334-6, 
409 fi. 

Kepler, Johann, 41 n. 

Kharijites, the, 500, 501. 

Khatti Empire, the, 409, 418, 556, 
616. 

Khaybar, 467. 

Kha^rs, the, 86, 311 n. 

Khurisin, 453 n., 474 - 5 * 

Khwarizmiana, the, 436 and n. 

Kin, the, 194. 

Kipling, Rudyard, 633-4. 

Kizxuwadna, 556. 

Klauaner, Joseph. 87-88 n., 597 n. 

Klenk, Father, G. F., S.J., too n,, 
136 n., 451 n., 545 n., 639 n. 

Kluckhohn, Clyde, 66-67 n. 

Knox, Mgr. Ronald, 341 n. 

Kohn, Hans. 6, 75 n., 131 n., 141. 
339, 537-37 pcssim in footnotes, 
573 «•. 587 607, 646, 647, 648. 

Koppers, W., 345 n. 

Korea, 535, 559. 

Kroeber, A. L., 38 n., 64 n., I49n., 336, 
243 n., 355 n., applicotion of an> 
thr^ological methods to study of 
civilizations by, 601; hia definitions 
“of culture, 373-3;—of history, 
14, 30 , 167, 335; on anthropology, 
sociology, and psychology, 139 n.; 
on arrested civilizations, 548 and n.; 
on art, ixzn., 301; on 'confimra- 
tiona’, 77; on continuity of culture, 
550 n.; on cotton, 361; on cultural 
growth and individual genius, 135, 
136; on 'etherialization’, 367; on 
general study of human affairs, 
131-3 and n.; on the historical and 
the scientific approach, 14-15, 23, 
130335-7, 604-5; on the 

independence of Pre-Columbian 
American culture, 358-9, 360, 364; 
on the integration of culture, 289; 
on Islam's place in history, 406 n., 
46a, 470, 472-3, 475; on the origin 
and diffusion of Old-World civiliza¬ 
tion, 473; on progress in technology, 
331; on stimulus diffusion, 150, 
344-5; on value iudgements, 66 n .; 
on the word 'tool, 43; TheNature of 
Culture, quoted, 14-15, 46, 133, 
186, 337, 367; Style Civili»a~ 
tiom, quoted, 54 n., 247 598 n. 

Kuban valley, the, 336 n. 

Kuhn, H., 37 38 n., 339 340-1 

355 and n., 651 656. 


Kurdistan. 346 554 n. 

Kushans, the, 401-3, 466. 

Labour, the division of, 103-4, 274, 
275 and n., 373. 

Lachish, 409 n. 

Lai^age; as a means of communica¬ 
tion, 588; poverty of, for describing 
concepts and institutions, 45-46; 
psychology reflected in structure 
of, 593; use of analogy in, 34-35, 

40- 

Last Judgement, the, 438 and n. 

Latin status, city-states with, 382, 
383- 

Latin language, the, 376,378,389-91, 
397 , 459 .461, 463, 575 - 8 , 582, 589, 
590. 592 , 593 n. 

Lattimore, Owen, 133 600 n., 

641646. 

Lauer, M. E., 601 n. 

Lavoisier, A. L., 331. 

Law, 375, 276; see also GRBfiK Law; 
Roman Law. 

Laws, 335-43, 2^; see also under 
God; Nature; Toynbbr. 
Leadership, 133, 125-7, 148-50,274, 
376, 302 71 ., 305-6. 

Lean, 1 angye, 6, 140. 

Lebanese, the, 3x3-14, 

Lebanon, the, 213 n., 394. 459. 
Leddy, J. F., 5 7 09 b., 141, 156, 

375 - 7 , 379 . 573 «•. 507 «•, 643, 653- 
Lefebvre, G., 343 b., 274 b. 

Leibnitz, Gottfned Wilhelm, 656. 
Lenin (\nadimir Ilyich Ulyanov), 537 
and B., 538 n. 

Leo III Syrus, East Roman Emperor, 
19a, 196. 

Letts, the, 542. 

Li Chi, 352 B., 354 n. 

Liang ^nasty, ^e, 194. 

Libyan Uesert, the, 336 b. 

Life: extinction of, on earth, possible, 
519, 524, 564; genesis of, 604. 
Lincoln, Abraham, 264 b. 

Lindsay of Birker, first Lord, 345. 
Literacy, 375, 276. 

Literature: as a vehicle for conveying 
the experiences of a society, 580; 
national loyalties in field of, 619; 
oudives other elements in a culture, 

576- 

Lithic Culture of the Americas, the, 

341, 343 B., 358; Early, 328 b., 340, 

342. 358, 360. 

Lithuanians, the, 543. 

Liu P’ang, Han Emperor, 189. 190, 
310, 618, 619. 

Livy (T. Livius), 388. 

Lloyd, Seton, 336 n. 
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Locher, T. J. G., 38 141,143, i 45 i 

161 * 35 ,343 ,343 «•. 346 

258 n., Si9n., 598 n., 600 n., 609 n., 
647-8. 

Locritns, the, 323. 

Loess soil, 350, 351. 

Lombtrdt, the. 471. 

Louis XIV, King of France, 390. 

Ldwith, K., 28 n., 99 r.. 100 n., 654. 

Lucretius, 70, 605; De Rerum Naiura, 
quoted, 71, 447, 639-40. 

Lutherans, the, 96. 

Lydi&n Ernpire, the, 436. 

Mtccabees, the, Me Hasmonasan 
Dykastv. 

Macedon, Kin^om of, 375, 386, 387, 
388, 391, 396, sai. 

Msoedonia, 582. 

Mtchiavelli, Niccol6,265. 

McNeill, W. H., I4n., 27 38 n., 

39n., 4on., 131i6in., 223, 
243 345 «•. 346 n., 3 S 1 n., 40s n., 

600 n. 

Macrae, D. G., 39 n., 599 n., 646. 

Mtdtule, }., 169, 170, 206 n., 600 n. 

‘Magian Civiliration’, the, 8911., 90, 
93^93. i8s«., 406, 443-^. 4S4 p 
456-7, 460 n., 461 n., 670 and r., 
( rjt ; see also 'Nbar Eastsin Civil¬ 
ization*’. 

Mtpym, the, 542, 543. 

Maimonide* (Rabbi Moses ben 
Mairoon), 668. 

Maine, Sir Henry, 379. 

Maistre, Jos^h de, 656. 

Maize, cultivation of, 355-6, 361, 
368 «. 

Malabar, 293 and n. 

Malaya, 560. 

Malthus, Thomas Robert, 37, 255. 

Man: achievements of, 103, 411, 663; 
actions and interactions of in- 
dividtials, 114 seqq.; activities of, 
interconnexion between, 658-9; an¬ 
nihilation of human race, possible, 
138, 143, 5 X 9 . 534 - 5 . 535 , 564, 
569-7*. 579 . 580, 610, 612, 619; 
appreciation of beauty 658; as 
the highest spiritual reali^, 638; as 
the mwerof himself, 274n., 581R.; 
as the partner of Nature, 332; as 
the proper study of manl^d, 579; 
as a social being, 59-60, 64, 116, 
217. 218, 270, 533, 565, 566, 567, 
579; averan stature of, increase in, 
337collective power of, 535, 
563-4; common store of knowlMge 
at disposal of, 105-6, 590; ‘con¬ 
ditioning’ of, 564-7 and n.; con¬ 
formity to God’s will, unsatisfitc- 


toriness of compulsory, 567; con¬ 
quest of Nature by, 78, ij8, 270, 
292, 4x2, 524, 579: consciousness 
and will of, 239. 439 , 563. 564, s66, 
567 n., 568,663 ;coope^ativeach^eve- 
me^t3 of, 103, 270 n., 527; dan- 
gerousnesa of, 579; destructiveness 
113; discrimination between 
ri^t arid wrong by, 68,69; environ¬ 
ment, his interaction with, 62, 
127 n., 146-8, 232, 255,257 fl., 258, 
259,3*4-37, S8i600 n., 604,635n.; 
evolution of, 327, 562, 563, 565, 
566, 569, 652, 662-3 "f fraedom and 
will to do wrong, his, 625; freedom 
of will and choice, his, 158,236,237, 
338, 239 H., 241 n., 242, 256 andn., 
257. 358, 259, 3x6, 335 326, 327, 

563 n,, 565, 566, 567, s68 and 
649, 650,656, 663; fundamental en¬ 
dowment of, 301; fundamental re¬ 
quirements of, 217: genesis of, 
74 n., 603, 604; goal of bis en¬ 
deavours, 136, 279 . 3 * 7 , 533 , 534 , 
563, 569, 620; habit as a key-institu¬ 
tion in me of, 565; heritage, cultural 
as well as psy^o-physic^, trans¬ 
mitted by, 344; bunuiity, his need 
for, 580, 581 n.; intellectual re¬ 
sources of, 527, (tiO] intimations of 
a higher spiritual presence, his, 68, 
70; intimations of the unknowable, 
his, 314; internal psychic structure 
of, 107,109,114,115; intractability 
of. 567; inventions of, 663; learning, 
his capacity for, 344: limitation of 
bis power for evil l^fore Atomic 
Age, 524-s; Magdalenian, 328,333; 
‘master-activity’ of, 128, 132, 210, 
658-63: memory, development of 
hu, 275-6; moi^ resources of, 527, 
640; nature of, 56, 439, 527, 563, 
568, 628; —uniformity of, 149, 
345; Neanderthal, 648; notan•n5:el, 
5^; prehistoric, 662-3; primitive, 
562, 560; races of, Z49; relativity of 
his outlook, 47-68, 258, 573, 574. 
580, 583, 584, 608; responsibility, 
his sense of, 58, S34-S. 57®. 57*? 
restimpossiblefor, 568-9;rightcous- 
ness—as best guide of, 569; — two 
roads for approaching, 564; — utili¬ 
tarian incentive for, 563-4; self¬ 
centredness of, 58-60, 132,161,163, 
370, 310, 533 , 534 . 563. 567. 568, 
570, 623, 624 fl., 638; self-de¬ 
termination of, 564 n .; self-examina¬ 
tion, need for, 60 seqq., 79-80, 573; 
social ^ill, hia, 565; social pheno¬ 
mena, interaction of human beings 
with, Z14-24; Son of, 438; spiritual 
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advance of, 338; spiritual endow- 
ment of, 533; spiritual power of, 
617; struggle and danger insepar¬ 
able from his life, 569; tools, his 
handling of, 570; tranaitional ap¬ 
prenticeship of, 340: vision, his 
need for, 648, 663; worship of, 
450, 488; tte also under AoRiCVL- 
turb; God; Reautv: Absolute; 
UmvBRSB; Wills. 

Manasseh, King of Jfudah, 424-5, 428. 

Manchu Empire, the, see under China. 

Manchu language, the, 399. 

Manchus, the, 123; see also wxder 
China. 

Mandaeanism, 439 n., 442, 445. 

Mani, the Prophet, 439. 

Manichaeism, 88, 439. 

Mann, Goto, 587 n. , 588 n. 

Mann, Ihomas, 629 n. 

Maori, the, 329 n. 

Marchmen, as founders of universal 
states, 3x1, 312. 

Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, Roman 
Emperor, 106, 377, 301, 47a. 

Marduk-Bel, wor^p of, 82, 492, 493, 
495 - 

Mar^oliouth, D. S., 450 n. 

Mantaln, J., 2^6 n. 

Marriage, institution of, 269 n., 270. 

Marrou, H., 44-45 "-i ** 3 . 37^, 

548 « m 647, 6^. 

Marvin, P. 167 n., 266 n., 267, 283, 
286 n. 

Marx, Karl, 141306, 528, 53a, 
626, 641 n., 661, 66a. 

Maslamah, the Prophet, 17 468. 

Mason, J. A., 332 n., 341 356, 

357 «•. 358 361 362-3, 364. 

37X and n., 37a n., 374. 

Masp^ro, H., 349. 

Massilia, 389. 

Masur, C^rhard, 28 n., 150 n., 196, 
267, 302 n., 308 n., 601 n., 609 n., 
6x8 n., 654. 

Mathematics, 28-29, 3t» 34 - 35 . 224, 
240 248, 257, 326, 327, 59*. 

Maurya Empire, the, 940., 173, 183, 
X91,196, 207 309,310,311,40a. 

Mayan Civilization, the, 547, 55811.; 
see also under Middle American 
Civilization. 

Mayfiomer, the, 157. 

Maz^kism, 88. 

Mead, Margaret, 274 n. 

Mecca, 462, 466, 468, 470. 

Media, 43^6 437, 438. 

Median Empire, the, 173, 260, 432, 
436 and n. 

Medina (Yathrib), 462, 466, 467, 469, 

474. 
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Mediterranean, Western, opening-up 
of the, 323, 394,412. 

Medo-Persian language, the, 432,456, 
464. 

Megarians, the, 323. 

‘Melchite’ (i,e. Catholic) Church, the, 
95-96, 3*3 441, 453 , 467, 554 . 

671: see also Catholic Church. 

Melkart, Baal-, of Tyre, worship of, 
297,425, ^26; see also Baal. 

Mendel, Abbot Gregor Johsnn, 126. 

Memeptah, Pharaoh, 409 ri. 

Merton, R. K., 38«, i6i«., 223, 
224 247 258 548 a., 573 n., 

599 n., 602 a., 643 a. 

Meaha, King of Moab, 424, 425, 426. 

Mesolithic Culture, the, 151, 280, 330, 
337 «*. 341, 34a 343 , 603. 

Mesopotamia, 346 and a., 44a; see also 
'Iraq. 

Measenia, 384, 385. 

'Metahistory’, 15, 227-9, 245 647, 

649, 652, 654. 

Metallurgy, 321 a., 336, 337, 357 and 

^ «•, 363, 364, 370 - 

Metaphysics, 227-8. 

Meyer, Eduard, 317, 3x8, 3x9, 321, 

.323, 593 «•, 596. 

Mexic Civilization, the, 287 a., 547, 
o, 558 and a.; see also tmder 
iDDLB American Civilization. 

Mexico, 65-66, 2x6, 673; see also 
Middle America; Middle Ameri¬ 
can CiVIUZATlOK. 

Micaiah, the Prophet, 427. 

MicheU, H., 156. 

Micronesia, 362. 

Middle America: break in continuity 
of history of, ouestion of, 169-70, 
366, 557, 558; chronology of, 613 a., 
614; configuration of history of, 
365 seqq. ; cultural diffusion ffom, 
355-6, 367; metallurw in, 357«•; 
Neolithic Age in, 6x4; political 
unification of, 614; pre-civiliza- 
tional cultures in, 333 a.; — Archaic 
stage, 340,369; —dating of, 355 a., 
356, 357. 365 a., 369; — Formative 
stage, 282 a., 355, 357, 367, 368, 
369, 371 a., primitive religioxia 
practices surviving in, 673; priority 
of, in development of culture in the 
Americas, 355; 'pseudomorphosis' 
in, 674; Spanish conquest of, 65-66, 
357 «•. 372, 374 , 557 . 594 , 609 a., 
613, 614 a. 

Middle American Civilization, the: 
archaeological evidence for, 112 a., 
366, 369, 37 ®-* »•, 557 . SS8, 594 , 
613 a.;artin, 369;--modem revival 
of, 673; barbarian invasions of, 366, 
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Middle American Civilization (conU). 
373, 558; breakdown of, 613, 6x4, 
616; Classic stage of, 282 n., 333 n., 
355 . 357 “d 366, 369, 370, 371, 
557. 558, 613, 6x6; continuiy of, 
558; culture—configuration of, 367 
teqq.; — diffusion of, 34s, 35$; — 
provinces of, 367-8; —style, 35s. 
367; genesis of, 365-6,370 n. ; growth 
stage of, 6x4; historical records of, 
394; intercourse between regions 
in, 368; literature of, 557-8; 
Mayan province, 368; —Ajsian 
cultural influence on, possible, 364; 
—cities, unimportance of, 277, 370 
373 1 — Clauic sites abandoned, 
366, 37 ^t. 5 S 8 , 6x3; — directing 
minority in, 370 n. ; — environment, 
physical, 366,370; — formative cul¬ 
ture surviving in, 152 — literary 

evidence for, 558; —peasantry, 
possible revolt of, 370-1 n. ; — pres¬ 
tige of, 36s, 407, 555-6; metallurgy 
in. 357 37 ®; Mexican province of, 

368, 372-3. 556, 558; miliurism in, 
37t-a, 374, 614; 01m6ca province 
of, 384, 365-6, 368, 369. SS6, 558; 
Postclaasic stage in, 28a n., 355, 
357 «•. 366, 370, 37 t. 372, 558; pre- 
ctvilizational cultures, relation to, 
3^, 34a, 369; priesthood, power 
of, in, 278, 370 fi., 372; rationaliza¬ 
tion, process of, in, 185: satellites 
of. 559. 594; socio-political dis¬ 
turbances in, 370, 371; unitariness 
of, 173. 366, 550, 557, 558; uni¬ 
versal state in, 195, 19S, 206; 
urbanism in, 371; tee also Arrsc 
Empihb; and under Akdban Civi¬ 
lization. 

Midian, 393. 

Midianitea, the, 415 n., 422, 489. 

Midrashim, the, 5^ n. 

Mimtion, effects of, 179 n., 276, 496. 

Milcom, worship of, 297, 489, 494. 

Milesiaiu, the, 323. 

Mill, J. S., 3x, 245 "• 

Millets, 215, 392, 461«. 

Milton, John, 590, 656. 

Mimesis, 149 and n., 150, 274, 276, 
344 565. 599 «■. 651«. 

Ming Dynast>*, the, 188, 3x1. 

Minoan - Helladic • Mycenaean 
(Aegean) Civilization, the; alien in¬ 
vaders of, 6x5-16; archaeological 
evidence for, xiz, 407, 593, 615; 
breakdown of. 6x6; cultuitu diffu¬ 
sion from, 406-7, 408, 409; extinc¬ 
tion of, 406-7: Gre^-speaking 
participants in, 419; Hetlsdic pro¬ 
vince of, 556, 56011.; literary re¬ 


mains of, 552 R.; Minoan province 
of — decrease in importance at¬ 
tached to, 556; —prestige of, 365, 
407. 555-6; Mycenaean Age of, 
556, 557 n., 560 n.; Syriac Civiliza¬ 
tion, relation to, 406-7, 408-9, 410, 
547. 549. 560; universal state, 
questiMX of, 561 n.; see also Aegean 
CrviuzATiON; and under Hellenic 
CiVlUZATlON. 

Minoan scripts, 106, 407, 410, 552 n., 
557 593 - 

Minoridea: creative, 17 n., 37,148-50, 
*54. 253, *54.263, 302 n., 305, 306, 
609 tt., 651 R.; dontinant, 94,122-3, 
148, 150, 154, 204, 232, 253, 263, 
302 n„ 305, 306, 561 641 n. 

Mmos, thalwocracy of, 192. 

Miracles, 73, 98 n. 

Mishnah, die, 4x6, 442, 480, 481, 
^96 n., 667. 

Mississippi River, the, 3x7, 6x5. 

Mississippian culture, the, 368 n., 

j6o. 

Mttanni, the, 411. 

Mithras, worship of, 221, 281. 

Mithradates, King of Pontic Cappa¬ 
docia, 403. 404. 

Moab, Kingdom of, 393, 409, 414, 
424. 426. 489- 

Moabites, the, 397 n., 423. 427. 477 . 
492. 

Models, 16^-222, 224, 324, 405, 
585-6. 

Modernization, 580. 

Mohexijodaro, 361. 

Molokane, the, aia. 

'Monads', Leibnizian, 130, 280, 286, 
586. 

Mongol Empire, the, 3x1; see also 
under China. 

Mongol language, the, 399, 543. 

Mongolia, Outer, 543. 

MonroU, the, 179, 194 . 4 ®®. 474 . 475 . 
476. 543. S6in.. 611, 631 «. 

Monophysite Christianity: ambiva¬ 
lence of, towards Hellenism, 467; 
Armenian remnant in ancestral 
domain, 212; as an abortive civi¬ 
lization, 460, 554, 561; as a 'fossil', 
292-3, 298; as a Syriac reaction 
against Hellenism, 17 n., 293,3x3 r., 
403. 44 *. 453 . 554 . 671; docetism 
of, 672 n.; geographical range of, 
460; Hellenic dement in, 671: in 
diaspoii, 460, 554 and r.; in fiist- 
nesses, 554 and n.; Islam, relation 
*0, 476; Patriarchate (Coptic of 
Alexandria, 457; Patriar^te (Jaco¬ 
bite) of Antio^, 457-8; secession 
from ‘Melchite’ (i.e. Catholic) 
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Church, 95; separate identity of, 
preservation of, an; underground 
organization of, in Roman Empire, 
403, 554: Western ignorance of, 
set also under Islam; Islamic 

IIVIUZATIOH. 

Montanists, the, 427. 

Monteiiore, C. G., 481, 482, 494 n., 
502 503 «•> 504 «•. 50s «■, S07, 

516 n. 

Montesquieu, Charles Louis de 
Seconder, Baron de la Brfede et de, 
3*5 «• 

Moore, G. F., 416 n., 430 a., 480 n., 
481 n., 482 and n., 485-512 

passim in footnotes. 

More, Saint Thomas, i6z, 162. 

Morgenthau, H. J., 7, 50«., 100 n., 
141 233, 290, 605 647, 652. 

Mormons, the, 212. 

Moscow, 540 and n. 

Moses, 220, 409 413,414, 415 and 

n., 416 and 419 n., 429 508. 

Mosul, 393. 

Mugh^ Empire, the, 173,191, 207 n., 
311. 

Muhammad, the Prophet: absolute 
political, as well as religious, autho¬ 
rity of, 476 n.; antecedents of, 462; 
as the greatest of the Prophets, 517; 
as a successful statesman, 265, 
46X n., 462, 468-9, 476; as an un¬ 
successful prophet, 265,461-2,476; 
birth of, 464 n., 469, 673: character 
of. 461 n., 46a; companions of, 123; 
dea^ of, 462, 469, 470; enlighten¬ 
ment of, 98 n.; future of Islam 
compromised by, 461-2, 471, 476; 
God, his conception of, 471, 494; 
kijrah of, I 57 i 462, 468, 562 
Islamic State founded by, 462, 469- 
71, 476; Jesus, his attitude towards, 
672 n. ] Jewish scriptures, his atti¬ 
tude towards, 477-^; Maslamah as 
rival of, 468; Mecca, relations with, 
462, A70; Meccan goddesses, his 
attitude towards, 466; message of, 
*20. 435i 467. 470, 47*; military 
activities of, 462; nationalism of, 
470,471; political activities of, 461- 
2, 467; political unity imposed on 
Arabs by, 469-70; presidung at 
Mecca, his, 89; predecessors of, 468: 
promulgation of God’s alleged will 
by, 4: records of his career, 463; 
social environment of, 17 n., 468; 
tolerant spirit of, 463: transforma¬ 
tion of world situation by, alleged; 
16, 17 n., 46a; uniqueness of, 219; 
withdraij^-and-retum of, 265. 

Mumford, Lewis, 6 n., 9 n., 13, 28 n.. 


* 34 «'. * 5 *"., 170 244. *46 n., 

248 267, 276, 302 n., 574 

599 «•> 600 n., 638 641 rt., 644, 

651 652. 6t4, 656. 

Munro, D. H., 66 n. 

Murray, Gillx^, 75 n., 326. 

Muscovite Empire, the, 173, 197 
3 **- 

Mussolini, Benito, 532, 571. 

Mythology, 32, 36-40. 75 »•. ”7 
seqq., 148, 250-3, 316, 562, 566, 
621, 656. 


Nabataeans, the, 442. 

Niblus, 460. 

Nabunaid, Neobabylonian Emperor, 
467. 

Nidir Shah, 191, 205, 207, 455. 

Nakflda Culture, the, 346, 347, 348. 

Namier, L. B. (Sir Lewis), 122. 

Napoleon I Buonaparte, Emperor, 
112, 264 389, 514, 523, 524. 

Napoleonic Code, the, 389. 

Napoleonic Empire, the, 521-4. 

Naramsin, King of Acade, 191, 660. 

Narmer, Pharaoh. 346, 611, 6<^. 

Naive, Sasanian Emperor, 433. 

National and univers^ allegiance, need 
for harmony between, 618, 6x9. 

National identity, territorial substra¬ 
tum for, 484. 

National Socialism, 531, 542, 571, 
609, 617 n., 623, 626, 627, 628 and 
n., 631. 

Nationalism, Z30-1, 215, 618 seqq., 
627, 630; see 0^0 under Jews; 
Jin>AiSM; Western Civiuzation. 

‘Natives’, connotation of the word, 
502, 583 n. 

NatOfian Culture, the, 330, 331, 333, 
334 , 336 n. 

Nature: anthropomorphtsation of, 255 
and n.; importance of, for human 
beings, 271laws of, 33-34, 
42 n., 84x1., 100 n., 188, 236, 237, 
240, 241 n., 303; pre-scientmc 

vision of, 236 n.; uniformi^ of, 42, 
Z06, 149; see also under Man. 

Neander, I., sr? n., 538 n., <39 n. 

'Near Eastern Civilization’, the, 89 n., 
9 ®, 9 *- 93 , »85 ft; 457 , 460 see 
also 'Maoiak Civilization'. 

Nebuchadnezzar, Neobabylonian 
Emperor, zxi, 428, 429, 480, 483, 
484, 49 *- 

Needham, J., 29 «., 35, ix8 «., 136-7, 
255 »».. 35 I, 35 »- 

Nehemiah. the Jewish statesman, 429, 
484 and n., 485 n. 

Neilson, F., 2 3,250 n., 253, 583 

587 «., 600 «., 607. 
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NemesU, 580 »•> 5^1 

Neobabylonian l^pire, the: Achae- 
tnenian conquest of, 396, 4a9, 436; 
Arabs, relations with, 467; centre 
of gravity of, 466; conquests of, 21 z, 
396, 398 n., 399, 400,404,4*8, 448, 
460, 48* 484. 485, 486, 489. 

49 *“ 3 . 497; deportations by, 214- 
15, 4^;~XMahro under JtnOAHmBS; 
languages used in, 398; znilitarisro 
of, 297, 429; role of, in Syriac 
Worid, 173-4. 191. * 97 . 400, 40 t; 
set also Babylonia. 

Neo-Confucianiam, 178 n. 

Neolithic Revolution, the, 283, 327 n., 
3 * 9 «-. 338 337 .338, 339 . 374 . 473 « 

Neolithic societies, die: agriculture 
invented in, 151, 200, 213, 329 ti., 
331; agriculture technique of, 336; 
antiquity of, 334; as a transidoinal 
stage leading to civilization, 150-1, 
»8o, 3S3, 603; at Jericho, 334 - 5 . 
410; domestication of animals in, 
33 *. 336, 35 *. 354 ; in China, 188 n.. 
52-4: in Egypt, 204 n., 320; in 
"n, 333.334. 348 ; pottery in, 332, 
338. 352-4; present-day peasantry 
still in stage of, 152, 209, 603-4; 
seafaring by, question of, 362; self- 
sufficiency of, 337; spinning and 
weaving in, 33a, 316; spread of 
Neolithic culture from Afrasia, 
331 seqq., 340; tools used in, 2045., 
331, 336; vigour and progressive- 
ncss w, 329 n. 

Neoplatonism, 172, 176, 177 n., 
185 n., 22Z, 222 , 440. 

Neo-Taoism, 179 n.; tee also under 
Taoism. 

Nerva, M. Cocceius, Roman Em¬ 
peror, 377, 391* 

Nestorian (Dyophysite) Christianity: 
ambivalence of, towards Hellenism, 
467; as an abortive civilization, 460, 
554. 561; as a ‘foasil*, 293, 298; aa 
a Synac reaction against Hellenism, 
17 n., 293, 313 n., 403, 453, 5S4, 
671; expulsion of, from Roman 
Empire, 403, 554; geographical 
range of, 460; H^enic element in, 
^1; in diaspori, 460, 554 and ti., 
in fastnesses, 554 and n.; Islam, 
relation to, 476; Patriarchate of 
Antioch, ^58, 554 n.; seoesaion from 
'Melchite* (i.e. Ca^oUc) Church, 
95; separate identity, preservation 
of, an; Western ignorance of, 458; 
see also under Islam; Islamic Ctvi- 
UZATION. 

Nevins, A., 247 ft., 600 n,, 656. 

New Spain, Viceroyalt>' of, 195. ao6. 


Newton, Isaac, 28 n., 166 n., 240. 

Nibeltingenlied, the, 251. 

Nichols, J. H., 94 "•» 10® 

651«. 

Niebuhr, Reinhold, 6 n. 

Nile Delta, the, 329-30 n., 333, 336 
339 . 346. 35 *. 393 . 408 n., 411,474, 

Nile River, the, 317-**. 3 * 8 , 3 * 9 . 339 . 
341. 348. 35 *' 

Nippur, 78. 

Nirvina, 83, xot, 108. 

Noah, 4x4, 415. 

Nomadic Civilization, the, 277, 547, 
553 , 595 - 

Nomads, the, 336 433 . 438 438, 

45*. 485. 489, 540 , 600 n. 

‘Nosism*, 59-80, 488, 531. 638. 

Novelty, 253, 254. 

Oakeley, H. D., 45 n., Z15 n., 240 n., 
569, ^ n. 

Oases, the A&asian, 329, 331, 333, 
334 , 338, 337 . 339 . 35 * «•. 353 , 488. 

Objectivity, 66^. 

Obolensky, Prince Dmitri, 539 n., 
540 n. 

Observation, 47 seqq. 

Odilo, Abbot of Cluny, 92 n. 

Oedipus, 251. 

Oesterley, W. 0 . E., 297 408 n., 

41 1 n., 415-27 peusim in footnotes, 
438 ^o, 486 n., 492 493 

500 502 506 fi., 508 R. 

Oil, exploitation of, 147, 474. 

O'Kennedy, B., 537 n. 

Old Testament, die, 254-5, 415, 477, 
581, 641 n. 

O'Leary, De Lacy, 450 n. 

Oligarchies, prosopographical studies 
of, 122-3. 

Ollivier, Emile, 265 and n. 

Olmicas, the, tee under Middls 
Ambmcan CmUZATlON. 

Olynthus, 375, 385-8. 

Omniscience, x^. 

Originality, 149, *50, 344 *««• 

Oroaius, Latin Christian historian, 
disciple of Saint Augustine, 651 n. 

Ortega y Gasaet, Jos6, ^5 n. 

Orthodox Christian Church, the: in 
Russia, 96, 538,540 ;-~-tee also under 
Russia; Judaic outlook of, 541-2; 
patriarchates of, 457; 'Roman' sig¬ 
nifying a Greek-speaking member 
of, 392; Roman Catholic Church, 
relations with, 457, 540, 541 ; sur¬ 
viving influence of, 55X; unique¬ 
ness, seiue of, 541; Western atti¬ 
tude tovrards, 458; Western 
churches, contempt for, 458; see 
also under East Roman Empire. 
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Orthodox Christian Civilisation: cul> 
rural imperialiam, absence of, 575 r. ; 
distinctive character of, educa¬ 
tion in, 575 n.; genesis of, 475; 
identification of, 285, 286, 287 n.; 
identity, threatened loss of, 551; 
origins of, 549 i political unity in, 
175; Russia as satellite of, 547, 
561; — imprint on, 538; separate 
existence o^ 169, 206, 550, 551; 
Sinic Civilisation, resemblance to, 
SSi; survival of, 592; Syriac Civili- 
xation, relation to, 406, 560; uni¬ 
versal state of, 206, 304; Western 
Civilization, relation to. 459, 460, 
550, 561 n., 582; reeolro Byzantine 
Civilization; and under Hellenic 
Civilization, 

Osiris, worship of, 95 and n., 184-5, 
550 . 557. 

OsrhMnfi, 393, 442, 465. 

Otto I the Saxon, West Roman Em¬ 
peror, XM, 

Ottoman Empire, the; as an arrested 
civilization, 169, 547; as a fragment 
of the Iranic Muslim Civilization, 
5^3; as a revival of the Roman Em- 
pue, 192-3, ao6, 311,392, 455 , 458 . 
S5x; break-up of, 207, 215, 551; 
conquests of, 2X1,540; insurrections 
against, zix, 312, 313 n.; millet 
system in, 215, 392; Sarawi Empire, 
relations with, 455; sieges of 
Vienna, 527, 536, 537 ; Western 
World, relations with, 536; see also 
under Grbscb, Modem. 

Oxus-Jaxartes basin, the, 401, 431, 
43a, 433 , 436. 438, 476. 

Oxygen, 231. 

Pacific Ocean, cultural diffusion across 
the, 358, 3^ and n., 361, 362. 

Paine, Tom, 36. 

Pakistan, 207 n., 307, 459. 

Palaeolithic Age and Culture, the, 
150. I 5 t, 335 , 343 . 358, 359 . 
365, 5 * 4 , 535 , 579 , 602 n., 662; 
Lower, 280, 330, 663; Upper, 280, 
3 * 8 . 330, 33 », 333 . 338 , 34 ®. 663. 

Palestine: Arab population of, 027, 
662; Aramaic language in, 398,442; 
archaeological exploration in, 555; 
Jewish communities in, 212, 3^6, 
483 seqq., 486, 495; nomad raids 
on, in iith century B.C., 422 andR.; 
Sumerian influence in, ; western, 

Egyptian rule in, 408 r.; Zionism 
in, 627; see also Canaan; Israel; 
Israelites; Judaba; Judaii; Juoa- 

HITES. 

Pali language, the, 464, 594. 


Palmyra, 442, 465, 466. 

Papacy, the, 96, 457, 522. 

Papal States, the, 88. 

Parcs, Rich^, 9 r., 28 r., 37 n., 
38 45 «•, 154, 157 . 174 «•. * 35 , 

237-8 R., 241 R., 247 n-. *55, 610 R., 
6x3. 

Pareto, Marchese Vilfredo Federigo 
Damaso, 641 r. 

Parliamentarism, 528, 544, 545. 

Parliamentary elections, analysis of, 
in terms of individuals, it6. 

Pami, the, 403. 

Parsees, the: as 'fossils', 293, 294, 
297 n,, 479; ss surviving repre¬ 
sentatives of the Syriac World, 439, 
446, 460, 479 and n ,; emancipation 
of, 300; national identity, preserva¬ 
tion of, 2IX, 453; role of, in India, 
212, 479 and n.; surviving Parsec 
agriculturists in Persia, 21a; see 
also Zoroastrianism. 

Parthian Empire, the, X91,206 n., 404, 
433 , 445 - 0 , 4 SS, 4 S 6 , 466; see also 
Arsacids. 

Paithians, the, 388, 401, 436 r., 466. 

Pathans, the, 307. 

Pathetic fallacy, the, 255. 

Paul, Saint, 87, 88 r., 102, 146, 264, 
445 «•. 451 , 481, 493 - 4 , 5 »*, 5 » 3 » 
5x6, 621, 637, 667. 

Peasants, see under Agriculture; 
CiTTBs; Neolithic SocisnES. 

Pehlevi language and script, the, 433- 
4 and R., 445,464,672. 

Pelagius, 651 n. 

Pclusium, 393. 

Penalizations, 213, 256, 306. 

Pentateuch, the, 415, 442, 506, 507. 

Pericles, son of Xanthippus, 172. 

Perry, Commodore, ao8 r. 

Perry, W. H., 343. 

Persia, see Iran. 

Persepolis, 399, 43a, 671 n. 

Persian language, the: Middle, 672; 
New, 434, 459, 578, 59 *. 672. 

Personali^, nature of, 115R. 

Peru: art in, 364, 369; Asian cultures, 
elements in common with, 363-4; 
bronze, use of, 359; coastal valleys 
in physiography of, 338 r., 341 and 
R.; configuration of history of, 365 
and R.; cotton in, 361; irrigation in, 
338 R., 341, 373 ; pan-pipes used in, 
363; politick ur^cstion of, 614; 
position in. after Spanish conquest, 
6x5; pre-civUizational cultures in, 
33 *. 340. 341, 355 - 8 , 361, 367, 369, 
370 R., 372; urbanization in, 2x6; 
see also Andean Civiuzation; Inca 
Empire. 
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Peru, the Spanish Viceroyalty of, 195, 
206. 

Pctin, 555, 556, 558. 

Peter, Saint, 87. 

Peter I Romanov, the Great, Emperor 
of Russia, HI, 537-^ and 541, 
575 673. 

Petra, 466. 

Pharaoh, divinity of, 199 n., 207, 
338 n. 

Pharisees, the: anti>Hellenism of, 453; 
as a creative minority, 597 n.; as 
hein of the Prophets, 597 n.; as 
religious teachers, not theologians, 
509; censoriousness of, 503; de¬ 
nunciation of, in Gospels, 504 n., 
596-^ and n.; emergence of, 494, 
498, too, 501; Ezra, relation to, 
4^; fanaticism of, 501, 503; for¬ 
malism of, 504 R., 507; hatachoth, 
importance attach^ to, by, 394-5 > 
509, 511, 516; Hasreonseans, ra¬ 
tions with, 501*^, 505; hiatorical 
origin of, 500-1; hypocn^ of, 
alleged, 504 n.; the individual's 
relstion to God stressed by, 499: 
inspiration of, 481; Jestis, attitude 
towards, 88 n., 509-11, 516-17; 
literature of, 503; meaning of the 
word, 500; Messianism, attitude 
towa^s, 505; misaionary work of, 
87 n.; num^r of, 503; oral revela¬ 
tion, doctrine of, 417, 508, 516; 
ptcihsm of, 501, 50^, 505, sii; 
panicularitm and xmiveraaltsm of, 
08 R., 513; piety of, 507; Teople of 
the Land*, relations with, 50X-2, 
503; political attitude of, 504-5; 
popular support for, 503,504,597R.: 
Prophetic teaching, application of, 
to life, ^04 and r., 515; resurrec¬ 
tion, belief in, 487 r., 504; Romans, 
relations with, 4^, 504-5 and r.; 
Sadducees, relations wi^, 501, 503, 
504; self-righteousness of, 504 n.; 
‘separateness’ of, 501; sin, views of, 
507; sincerity of, 504 and r.; 
apirit and letter, solution of problem 
hy, 597 R.; spiritual value of their 
aim, 504; supremacy of, over other 
Jewish parties, 487 r., 498, 501, 
503, 504i synagogues, use of, by, 
500; teaching of, 597 r.; Temple 
ritual—revia^ W, 409; —super¬ 
seded by, 500; Torah, interpreta¬ 
tion and observance of, 440, 498, 
500 . 503 , 504-”. S13. 5 * 6 . 517; 
Zealots, relations with, 503 and r., 
505. 5 »»- 

Philip II, King of Macedon, 193, 387, 
470. 


Philip V, King of Macedon, 381 n., 
383 R. 

Philistines, the: a^cultural resources 
of, 323; as aliens among other 
peoples of Syriac World, 437; as 
one of the 'Sea Peoples', 333, 407, 
409 ; Bethshean occupied by, 408 r. ; 
city-states of, 414, 4^; Helleniza- 
tion of, 443 R.; Israelite snd Jewish 
picture of, 63 r., 477 i 633 ; money 
economy of, 490; Plain of Jczrecl 
held by, 430; settlement of, on 
Syrian coast, 407, 409. 4*® r., 417, 
419; Western Mediterranean, non¬ 
participation in opening-up of, 323; 
xe< also undtr Sba PboplbS. 

Phillipa, M. Ogden, 322 r. 

Phillips, P., 233,373 283 R., 328-73 

passim in footnotes, 440 r. 

Philo of Alexandria, 451, 452, 513, 

668 . 

Pbilodemua, the Epicurean philo¬ 
sopher, 445 R. 

Philosophy, 335 r., 595, 605; s«e also 
undtr Huxenic Civiuzation:Hi 3 - 
TORT (meaning inquiry into die 
course of events); Indic Civiuza- 
TiON; Metaphysics; Sinic Ctvi- 
uzation; Syriac World. 

Phocaeans, the, 323. 

Phoenicia, 398, 408 n. 

Phoenicians, the: agricultural re¬ 
sources of, 323; Alphabet invented 
by. 106, 394, 407, 412; srt of, 411, 
433 - 3 , 449; city-states of, 396, 
443 R., 490; cosmolo^ of, 449; ethi¬ 
cal code of, 449; HcIIenization of, 
443 R.; high Attire of, 482 n.; 
Jewish version of history of, 477; 
maritime enterprise of, 323, 394 
and R., 4ta, 432; overseas rea^ of, 
4X3 R.; religion of, 482 r., 492, 555! 
trade of, 398; stt also Canaanites; 
and under JUDAHTTBS. 

Phrygiana, the, 411, 418. 

Physiology, explanation of society in 
terms of, 32. 

Pilate, Pontiua, i, 64. 

Pioneers, 144, 159. 

Pius X, Pope, 530 R. 

Pizarro, Franoaco, 363. 

Platform mounds, 356. 

Plato, 41 R., 189, 440, 600 R.; hia use 
of myth, 40, 350-a, 563. 

Platonism, 177, 314, 445 r. 

Pleistocene cultures, the, 358. 

Plotinus, the founder of Neoplaton¬ 
ism, 440. 

Plough, the, 359. 

Plutarch of Chjserones, 124, 127 r., 
392 . 
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Po Basin, the, 148. 

Poetry, 17*. *5®. 3*4- 
Pole*, the, 54a, 543* 

Politics, 78,8i. 103, i3a,a6s,27a-3«., 
<99, 6^, 618, 658, 6l^-x, 662. 
Polo, Marco, 179 n. 

Poltava, the Battle of (a.D. 1709), 537. 
Polybius of Megalopolis, 5a, 63 n., 70, 
104 n., 138^ n., 148 n., 226, 265. 
Polynesia, 361, 362. 

Pompeius Magnus, Gnaeus (Pompey), 
*73. 503. 505- 

Pontic Cappadocia, 273, 403. 

Poore, C., 587 n. 

Popper, K. R., it n., 20 n,, 23 n., 
26 29-30 «•. 37 «•. 4* «■. 43 


60 n., 244* 

Population, increase of, 374, 375. 

Portugal, 528 ». 

Portugese language, the, 553 n. 

Poseidon, the god, 82. 

Poseidonius of Apamea, the philo* 
sopher, 445. 

Possibilism, 325 n. 

Post'Sebilian cultures, the, 330. 

Postan, Michael, 15, 38 n., Z19, 133*- 
4 n., 146, 223, **9, *58 259 n., 

260, 261, *62, 599 n., 644, 647. 

Potatoes, sweet, 359, 362. 

Pottery, 332, 333, 335, 336, 337, 34*. 
347, 35*-4, 356, 357, 361, 408 
410, 44^ 

Powicke, F. M. (Sir Maurice), 5, 22, 
239, 641 n. 

Prakash,B.,5i9n.,522>i.,5*9'<-,53*'*-P 
53? «• 

Prediction, 237-8, 240 n. 

Preformative cultures, the, 34Z, 34a, 
356, 360, 367, 369. 

Pride, the sin of, 95 n., 638; ttt also 
Hybris. 

Progress, 18, 266-8. 

Proletariat, the: 302 n., 641 n.; de¬ 
finition of, 306; internal, 175-6, 
232, 263, 285, 302 Marxian 
usage of the word, 306; secession 
of, 94, *84, 303 n. 

Prometheus, 251, 6x7. 

Prophecy, 4,426-^, 656; see also under 
IsRABUTEs; Jews; Jin>AUiTBS; Juda¬ 
ism. 

Proaopo^phy, 118, iax-4. 

Prostitution, ritual, 424. 

Protestant Churches, the, 96, 97, 
185 307-8, 5*5. 53* «•, 623. ^ 

Protestant Reformation, the, 96, 162, 
5**, 5*3. 530. 

Prothero, G. W., 660 n. 

Proverbs, the Book of, 423. 

Prussia, the Kingdom of, 290, 291, 
5*3. 5*4, 537, 553 565. 


Psalms, the, 423, 490 n. 

Psammetichus I, Pharaoh, 441. 

Tseudomorphosis’, 444, 465, 670-4- 

Psyche, conscious and sub-conscious 
levels of, the, X45-6, 249, 303. 

Psychology, 33, 34, 67 107-9, **5, 

117. *30, *34, 139, 167, 228, 25a, 
303, 3*7. 566, 567, 573* 

Ptolemaic Empire, the, 2ti, 442 n., 
49X ; see also under boyft. 

Ptolemaic theory of astronomy, the, 
*3*- 

Ptolemy I Soter, son of LAgus, 17 n. 

Pydna, Battle of (168 B.C.), 521. 

Pyramids, 36, 373; see also under 
Egypt. 

Pyrrhus I, King of Epirus, 386. 

Qasr-i-Shirin, 433. 

Qatabin, 394 n. 

Quakers, the, 212. 

Quantity in intellectual inquiry, the 
problem of, 103-35, *66-7, 271, 
648-9, 654-5- 

Qu’e, 395. 

Qur'ftn, the: 276, 463, 477, 672 
memorization of, by a hiBz, 276. 

Quraysh, the. 468. 

Race-feeling, 627, 629 632-3. 

Rafa (Raphia), 393. 

Ralph, P. L., 170 n., 207 n., 247 n., 645. 

Rainanuja, the Hindu philosopher, 
220. 

Ramses 11, Pharaoh, 4091}. 

Ranke, Leopold von, 6, 133 n., 134 
*35, *^ rt., 229«. 

Raa-ash-Shamrah, 334, 555; see also 
UOARIT. 

Rationalism, 26 ti., 68 seqq., 78, 80, 
*7*. *85. 3*3, 3*4, 48* 644,655, 

Ravenna, 392. 

Re, worship of, 184; see also Amun. 

Reality: Absolute—as true centre of 
everything in phenomenal world, 
533; “ distinction between idols 
and, 621; — essence of, 621; — 
Indian views on, 17-18, 83 and n.; 
— Man's direct communion and 
harmony with, 83, 84, 97, loz, 218, 
**9. 307, 534. 637, 658, 663; — 
nature of, 435; — personal aspect 
of, 78. 83, 85 loi, 256-7, 294 n., 
297, 487-9, 6x7, 637; — see also 
God; abstractions from, 128; anti¬ 
thesis between unreality and, 71-72; 
apprehension of, 8 seqq., 39, 4x, 
70 n., 72, 73. 74, 76, 97, *03. *48, 
*53. *54, *87, 3*3, 3*4; articulation 
of, into subject and object, 8-10, 
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Reality (eont.). 

47-48, a^, 286: dichotomy in 
Man’s vision of, 617; different 
ofdets of, 115-16, lai n., 122, 233, 
270-x, 273. *87, *89, 290 «•: 
essence of, 72, 253, 314; independ¬ 
ent existence of, 41; meaning of, 41; 
misrepresentation of, 133,134,136, 
X 44 -S» »S* IS 9 , *63, 248, 258, 
271, 283, 314, 617; nature of, 160, 
258, 261; rhjthtns in, 146; ‘trans- 
rational* field of, sm Transratioka- 
lism; unfathomable residue of, 
639 n.; unity of, 8,145,148, 258-9; 
uniqueness of, 622; vein of free¬ 
dom in, 259, 261, 31s, 316. 

Reason, Ages of, 78,185 and n. 

Reasonableness, 66. 

Recreation, 658, 662. 

Redfield, R., xx n., 54 n., 66 n., 73 n., 
83 2 X 4 »; 370 n., 274 «•. 378 n., 

333 «-. 339 «- 

Regularities, recurrences, and \ini- 
formities, s, ii 13, 16, 19, ax, 
34. 38, 23, 73, 74, 120, xai 124, 
128, 168 and n., 228, 239-42, 249, 
353. » 7 t 373, 273, 303* 598,650. 

Relativity, the theory of, 28 r., 50,240. 

Relief-maps, 144-5. 

Religion: art in relation to, 659; as a 
component in culture, 76 t«qq., 82, 

84. 88. 89, 97. iS». 319, 307; « the 

highest form of human activity, 72; 
as Man’s master-activit>', 132, ai8, 
663; attitude towards, changes in, 
599; comparative, 69; ‘condition¬ 
ing’ by, 565, 566 ; definition of, 658; 
equilibrium ^tween faith 
reason, 668; essence of, 534; poli¬ 
tical use of, 658; primitive, 78, 8a, 
94 *»•. 97. 307. 663: relitivity of 
human approach to, 68-101; 
sceptics’ attitude towards, 69-71; 
science in relation to, 71, 533, 534; 
team-work in, X03 ; utditanan atti¬ 
tude towards, 94 R., 95 ; Wars of, 
71, 522, 533. 535, 5 » 9 . 531 . 533, 
627. 

Religions, higher: abortive, 126; 
accretions, non-essential, to, 534; 
adherents of — belief in univer¬ 
sality, 313; belonging to different 
dvilixations, 280; — convictions 
and achievements of, 97: >— in a 
majority in the World, 98 and n., 152; 
— liberal-minded, mission of, 668; 
as alternative roads to sslvation, 
99-100, 625; as chrysalises of civi¬ 
lizations, 27, 46-47. 93 - 94 . 153 . X69, 
186, 263, 475; as inspirations of 
diasporfis, 2x7; as intelligible fields 


of study, 217-18: as responses to 
the challenge of breakdowns of 
dvilizations, 302; as societies of a 
new species, 84, 93, 98, 218, 280, 
286, 307, 602; brodierhood of Man 
preached by, 637: change of iden¬ 
tity, question of, 90-91; churches 
in relation to, 307^; comparative 
study of, 162, 218, 595; definition 
of, 83, 2x8, 307; demarcation be¬ 
tween, 153; d^erences between, 
85 seqq., 2x8 teqq.\ distinction 
between pre-higher religions and, 
15a n., 307; environment, colour 
taken from, by, 9^x; epiphany 
of, 69. 78, 8a, 84, 89 n., 94 and r., 
95, 98, 152 217, 263, 280, 33a, 

338. 562-3, 602; excluaive-minded- 
ness of Judaic, 98-;^; founders of, 
219-20; immoxtality, doctrine of, 
438; importance of, in world his¬ 
tory, 76 n., 97; influence of, 152-3, 
290; institutional structures of, 
81-82, 2x8, 269-70, 307-8, 3x3; 
mission of, 84, 97, 2x9, 534; mis¬ 
sionary work of, 84, 269, 3x3; 
model for, question of constructing, 
217-22; monotheism, conception 
of, 412. 4 * 4 . 415 n*. 419 «•. 429 »nd 
«•, 435 . 450 . 489, 493, 514: paci¬ 
fism the right policy for, 505; 
psudty of data for studying, 168-9, 
234; philosophical equivalence of, 
170, 625 n.; pre-dvilizational cul¬ 
ture in relation to, 603: primitive 
elements in, 78-79,152,22o;revela- 
tion, question of, 98 n., 219, 245 r., 
413; secular culture, relation to, 
280,3^, 530, SSI; secular purposes, 
diversion to, 88-89, 95 - 97 . 294, 
505, 534; single-track chart of 
history of, 164; spiritual help f^iven 
to mankind by, 534, 626; tradition, 
breach with, in, 2x9, 220; their 
traditional tenets incompatible with 
sdentific vision of universe, 533; 
two sets of, 218-19; uniqueness, 
their claim to, 99, loi, 319, 220-1, 
412, 413, 622-5; universality of, 83, 
55; St* also Buddhism; Christian- 
irr; Islam; Judaism; Hi>muiSM; 
Zoroastrianism. 

Religions, pre-higher: local gods, 83, 
83, 86, 99 ji., 425-6, 492, 495; 
sodal and cultural activities in, 
332-3; tolerant spirit of, 99 and n., 
221, 425-^. 

Renaissances: 151-2, 153, 172, 185, 
196, 530, 635; Italian renaissance, 
the, 125, 530. 575 and 581, 635, 
636. 
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Rcnier, G. J., 38 131 »f., 230, 

249 n., 251. 

Renou, L., X33 n. 

Rescher, N., 15, 66 n. 

‘Resi«t-dyeing’ process, 356, 363. 
Rice, cultivation of, 354. 

Richardson, D. B., 38 n., 156, 158, 
241 n., 242 n. 

Riddle, D. W., 503 n. 

Right and wrong, 69, 534-5. 
Riinmon, worship of, 297. 

Rio Grande, 317, 321, 322, 524, 615. 
River valleys, 317-23, 326, 329, 33 *> 
333 » 33 S» 337 » 339 . 34 °. 348-50. 
353 - . 

Robespierre, Maximilian Francois 
Marie Isidore, 532. 

Robinson, D. M., 156, 377, 590-1 
5^n., 600 ». 

Robinson, T. H., 408 n., 411 a., 4x4- 
27 passim in footnotes. 

‘Roman’, use of name, 39a. 

Roman Catholic Church, the: alle- 

K 'ance to, in England, before the 
eformation, 162. 218; its inde¬ 
pendence from states, 97; 

Latin language, use of, 3^, 576; 
its relations with other Christian 
churches, 457; unified ecclesiastical 
government in, 307; tt* also under 
East Roman Empire; France. 
Roman citizenship, 378, 381-3, 385, 
387. 391. 517 - 
Roman Curia, the, 123. 

Roman Empire, the: Arabs, relations 
with, 17 A., 88, 378, 302, 397. 400. 
40 t. 403, 405. 482. 463. 466, 469. 
470,471; as a confederation of city- 
states, 387-8; as a universal state, 

161 A., 171, 192, 196, 206, 304, 3II, 

31*. 377 . 379 . 399 , 4 «>, 455 , 5 * 1 : 
Augiutan Peace, the, 376; bar¬ 
barians — invasions of, by, 17 n., 
179 n., 186, 392, 399, 4 »o, 47 L S8f, 
632; — successor-states founded 
l>y. 193, 2x0, 232; breakdowns, 
temporar>*, of, 192, 196, 3x1, 391, 
401; break-up of, 175,180,181, z8a, 
399,458; — in the west, 193,200-x, 
Z04, 304, 390, 391; centralization 
and locd autonomy, compromise 
between, in, 618-19; centralization 
of administration in, 6x8; Chris¬ 
tianity in, 17 A., 95, 176, 281, 391, 
395 . 396. 399 , 400 and a., 445 ., 45 «>. 
454 . 461, 465. 467. 47 *. 475 . S^z a., 
625,671 A.; Constitutio Antomniana, 
381, 382, 39x; duration of, 379; 
economic conditions, regional 
differences in, 200-1; establislment 
of, 196, 281, 3x2, 400, 52x; exqxan- 


sion of, 192,193, 273, 376, 378, 390, 
391, 44a A.; heart-land of, 192; in¬ 
corporation of subject peoples in, 
5x7; Kuahan Empire, relations 
with, 402; languages of, 576; Levant 
salvag^ for Hellenism by, 404; 
Lombards, relations with, 392; 
nomads, pressure of, on, 201; 
prophets, fate of, in, 468; princi- 
pate, the, 618; range of, 381; re¬ 
creation. political use of, 659; re¬ 
establishment of, by Illyrians, 311, 
301; rcligioxu of, 281, 426; — see 
also above Christianity; revivals of, 
175 and A., 192, 193, 198, 201, 206, 
55*; revolts against, 312, 313 n., 
403, 404; Sasanian Empire, rela¬ 
tions with, 17 A., 20t, 404, 469; 
subject peoples’ attitude towards, 
312; tet^ology, neglect of, 201; 
universality of, 310; see also under 
Egypt; Jews. 

Roman Law, 376-80, 389, 391. 

Roman State and Commonwealth in 
Italy, the; allica, position of, 381, 

382, 383, 384, 385; aristocracy of, 
122; Carthage, relations with, 386, 
387; changes in, after Hannibalic 
War, 377; colonies, plantation of, 
378, 383, 387, 388; conquered com¬ 
munities, treatment of, 381, 384; 
dual citizenship in, 382-3 and n., 
386, 388 and A.; franchise, delays 
in granting, 381, 382; political uni¬ 
fication of Italy in, 381; Post- 
Alexandrine Hellenic monarchies, 
relation to, 373; secessionist com¬ 
munities, treatment of, 38^-5; 
Seleucid Monarchy — relations 
with, 387, 388, 503 A.; — similarity 
to, in structure, 387, 388 and a.; 
statesmanship shown in building 

wars, the, 211, 395, 
397, 416, 4 * 7 . 45 *. 453 . 480, 481, 
483. 484. 486, 499 . 50*. 503 «• 

Romano-Persion wars, the, 469. 

Romano-Punic wars, the, 285, 377, 
381, 382, 383. 384. 389. 394 . 396. 

Romanov Dynasty, the, 197 a. 

Romans, the: as marchmen, 31X; 
distinctive charseter, question of 
their having a, 376, 383 teqq .; 
national identity, eventual loss of, 
517; politio&l capacity of, 380, 387, 
388, 389. 

Romantic Movement, the, 125. 

Rome, city of: as a city state, 3W, 382, 

383. 385: as the political nucleus of 
the Roman Empire, 193; as an 
Hellenic city, 392; ^ula’ capture 


up. 385-7- 

Romano-Jewiah 
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Rome, of (eonr.). 
of (ttamtion^y in 390 B.C.), 392; 
geographical location of, 31X, 38^1, 
^385-6, 3W, 392 -. , ^ 

Rmne, polity of: achievements of, 370, 
377 ieyf.; as the transmitter of 
Hellenism to the West, 389, 390, 
39a; expansion of, 3W, 389-90, 
391, sat; Greek-speaking world’s 
attitude towards, 390-1; Helleniza- 
tion of, 378 » 389. 39 ®. 39 J. 39 *. 
376; history of, as of Hellenic 
htftory, 3, 375792; linguistic policy 
39®'! 1 original obscurity and 
baclnmdness of, 377; political 
success, reasons for, 379 uqq.; 
religion in, 70, 8a, 99 n.; Western 
Europe incorporate in Oihoumeni 
by, 389, 392; Western historians' 
exaggeration of importance of, 389. 
Romein, J., 4a n., 8t and n., 138 n., 
140 141, X45, 159 230 

600 n. 

Roosevelt, Franklin D., 56, 57. 
Rout-and-rally, 651 n. 

Rowley, H. H., 409 n., 414 415 


421, 422 n. 

Roxby, P. M., 350, 35a 354 n, 

Rumaiu, the, 542. 

Russell, Bertrand (Earl), 75 n. 

Russia: alien civilizations—received 
by. 539; reversal of relations 
with, 540; as leader in a resistance- 
movement against the West, 5367-7; 
as s medium for the modemizs- 
tion of non-Westem peoples, 542; 
as a satellite of the Western Civili¬ 
zation, 560; as the sole surviving 
authentic representative of Ortho¬ 
dox Christendom, 540; Byzantine 
influence on, 538 and n., 539 n., 541; 
’classical* education in, 575 a.; 
Communist Revolution in (1917), 
527 , 538. 537 , 538 and a., 54a, 544 , 
545, 626; cultural history of, 539; 
cultural influence, role of her, 
^43-4; diasenting Christian sects 
in, 96, 211-12; emergence of, as t 
great power, 523, 524; foreigners, 
Russians’ personal rations with, 
540 a,; Imperial regime in, 542; 
independence, maintenance of, 537: 
‘Jewuh Pale’ in, 575; Judaic spirit 
in, 541-2; Liberal R^olution in 
(* 9 ! 7 ), 538, 544: Moscow as the 
Third Rome, 540 and a., 626 a.; 
non-Russian pe^les under ascen¬ 
dancy of, reactions of, 54a stqg.‘, 
Orthodox Christianit)’, conversion 
to, 538, 540, 575 a., 626 a.; ortho¬ 
doxy, daim to, 540, 541, 626 a.; 


place of, in history, 536-46; political 
unification of, 173; ’pseudomor- 
phosU’ in, 673-4; re-emergence of, 
m Z4th century A.D., 540; Scandi¬ 
navia, relations with, 537, 538, 539; 
sense of superiority, freedom from, 
540 a., 626 a.; serfe, liberation of, 
6^; Slavophil movement in, 541; 
Tatars, relations with, 540, 542-3; 
’Time of Troubles’ of, 197 a.; 
unique destiny, belief in, 540 and 
a., 541; Western World, relations 
^th, 539 a., 540; Westernization 
of, III, 528, 537 and a., 538 and a., 
539 and a., 541, s6i 575 «•. 
673-4; f** also Mvscovi-n Empire; 
UtnoN OF SoviRT Socialist Re¬ 
publics; and under WORLD Civili¬ 
zation. 

Russian Civilization, the, 540-1, 
542, 543 . 552 a., 561. 

Russian language, the, 543. 544 , 592. 

Russo-Turkish War (1768-74), 193. 


Sacrifice, human, 65, 66, 424-5. 

Sadducees, the, 487 a., 498, 499, 501, 
502. 503, 504, 516. 

Sa'di, Shaykh Mi^ih-ad-Din, 576. 

Sa&wl Empire, the, 191, 205, 455. 

Sahara, the, 147. 

Sainthood, 224. 279, 535, 563-5, 568 
and a., 570, 572, 649. 

Sakas, the, 401. 

Salinar Culture, the. 364. 

Salisbury, the third Marquess of, 147. 

Ssljua Empire, the, 191. 

^Ivador, 367 and a. 

Sam’sl, tee ya’udi, 

Samaria. 398 a., 425, 436, 49 i- 

Samaritans, the, 21 x, 399, 406, 430 
and a., 439, 440, 443 . 443 . 456 , 459 , 
470, 479, 50a, 506, 510, 554, 

Sarhpling, 121-2, 123-4. 

Sampson, 623. 

Samud, M., 87 a., 294 a., 296 a., 
299 a., 407 a., 412 a., 505 a., 515, 
596 S 97 624 a.. 646. 

Samud, Viscount, 124 a. 

Sanchunisthon, the Phoenician his¬ 
torian, 423. 

Sanhedrin, the post-A.D. 70, at 
Jtmnia, 480. 

Sankara, the Hindu philosopher, 220. 

Sanskrit language, the, 178 a., 464, 

^ 578, 592 . 594 , 632. 

Sardinia, 412 a. 

Sargent, G. £., 178 a. 

Saigon, King of Assyria, 398.425,491. 

Saimstians, the, 400. 

Sasanian ^pire, the: as one of a 
series of empires based on the 
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Tigm-Euphratcs basin, 191, 455, 
473; lan^ges used in, 433; Nes- 
torian Christians in, 403; religion 
in, 86, 88, ^6; ste also un ^ 
Arabs, Primitive Muslim; Roman 
Empire. 

Satan, 85 n., 566, 639. 

Sa'udi Arabia, 147. 

Saul, King of Israel, 435, 426. 

Savannahs, 328, 333. 

Savelte, M., a8 39 n., 73 146, 

169 563 573 587 fi., 607, 

650, 651 n. 

Scandinavian Civilization, the, 538, 
547> Bnd n., 609 n.; see oZio 
UtuUr EKC1.AND: RUSSIA. 

Scepticism, 69 313. 

Schiller, Johann Christoph Friedrich, 
36. 

Scholars: authority, traditional de¬ 
ference to, 634; disregard of 
caution desirable in, 640, 64a; 
criticism, response of, to, 642-3; 
predecessors' work under-estimated 
by some present-day. 633, 634; 
standards of workmanship requir^ 
of, 642, 645; ree also Historians. 

Schuman, F., 55 n ., 587 n., 644. 

Schumpeter, Joseph, 37. 

Science, physical: an^o^, use of, in, 
35> 30; application of methods of, 
to study ot human affairs, 19, 167, 
227; conclusive demonstration in, 
326; cumulativeness of, 577; en¬ 
largement of range of, 118; rela¬ 
tivity in study of, 52-53; technology, 
application to, 200. 528, 530; 
modern Western development of, 
32* 4i> 591 and n., 632, 633; xm also 
under Hellenic Civilization; His¬ 
tory; SiNic Civilization. 

Scots, the, 213-14. 

Scythians, the, 260. 

Sea, cultivation of the, 151 and n. 

‘Sea Peoples', the, 323, 407, 408 
409, 41X, 418. 

Seals, 346, 348. 

Secularization, 482 fi. 

Security, impossibility of attaining, 
568. 

Seeley, J. R., 660 n. 

Segmentation, 148. 

Seleucid Monarchy, the: Arabs, rela¬ 
tions with, 465; as candidate for 
role of unifier of the Hellenic World, 
388; as one of a series of empires 
based on the Tigrls-Euphrates 
basin, 191, 205, 455, 466; Asian 
subjects, treatment of, 452 n .; 
break-up of, 442 n.; city-states in, 
388; colonies planted by, 387; 
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colonics, their loyalty under Parthian 
occupation, 388; Fare, loss of con¬ 
trol over, 433; languages used in, 
442, ^4; nomads, pressure of, on, 
403; Parthians, relations with, 388; 
Phoenicians, relations widi, 44a n.; 
Tigranes, King of Armenia, sup¬ 
presses, 403: see also under Jews; 
Roman State. 

Scleucus I Nicator, 452 n. 

Self-determination, 267, 3x6, 600 n ., 

Sel^idolization, 668. 

Self-sacrifice, 617, 621, 624, 637. 

Semitic languages, the, 347, 4x2, 4x7, 
4 * 9 , 43 *. 43 *, 434, 465, 593 . 5 ^- 

Sennacherib, King of Assyria, 398. 

Serbia, 540, 542, 561 n . 

Scti 1 , Pharaoh, 409 n. 

Shalmaneser III, King of Assyria, 
395-6 n . 

Shalmaneser V, King of Assyria, 398. 

Shang Culture, the: agriculture in, 
354; alien invaders of, 615-16; 
a^aeological evidence for, iiz 
and n., X90, 349, 547 «., 557, 594, 
615; area of, 175 n., 353; art of, 
363 ; breakdown of, 61 5-10 ; bronze, 
use of, in, 353, 354; domestic 
animals in, 35a, 354; genesis of, 
? 53-45 historicity of, 190, 349; 
innovations in, 353; militarism of, 
154; provenance of founders of, 
354; script of. 353, 557; Sinic 
Civilization, relation to, 374 n., 547, 
560 survival of, in Sung state, 
5^7; see also under Americas: pre- 
civilizational cultures. 

Sharp, A., 362 n., 363. 

Shechem, 420 and n ., 490. 

Shem, son of Noah, 415. 

Shcmuel ha-Qston, Rabbi, 481. 

Sheol, 486 n . 

Sherrard, P., 451 n. 

Shih Hu, barbarian prince in North 
China, X76 n . 

Shi‘ism, see under India; Iran; Islam. 

Shinn, R. L., 9 zo n., 26 n ., 29 
41 n., 100 n., 15a ft., 168 ft., 1S6 n., 
247 «•, * 5 * «•, *56 53 *, 6*3 «•, 

645- 

Shintoism, 221-2. 

Ship, the sailing: Egyptian, 346; in¬ 
vention of, 337; Polynesian, 362-3; 
Pre-Columbian American, 362; 
modem Western, 159. 

Sialk, Tepe, see Tepb Sialk. 

Sicily, 155, *77 «•, 38*, 386, 390, 5 **- 

Sickle, the ftint-toothed, 333, 336 
and ». 

Sikhism, 505. 
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SimpIiiicBtmn, 145. 

Sin, original, 613 n. 

Sin, the Sumeric moon->god, 414 n. 

Sinai, Mount, 415 n., 489, 495 
639. 

Sinaitic tnacriptions, the, 407 and n. 

Sixtic Civilization, the: art of, 233, 
364; as a ntodd for structure and 
history of a civilization, i8x, t8fr- 
97, 217, 518, 549; barbarians, rela¬ 
tions with, 176 and n.; continuity 
of, 557; cultu^ diffusion from, 363, 
364; <^tural interregnum following 
bre^-up of Han Empire, 175; en¬ 
vironment of, physi^, 318 teqq.\ 
expansion of, zoz; genesis of, 188 n., 
289> 345> 34^54; Mlistic ideals in, 
181; identity, threatened loss of, 
551; marchn^n, role of, in, 311; 
militarism in. 154, ^74: philosophy 
4S9: political uruhcation of, 374; 
proletariat, external and internal, 
in, 176; ra^e of, 233: rationalist 
movement in, 185; r^ty of, in¬ 
disputable, 457; region in, 551; 
satellites of, 560; science, rise of, 
in, 136-7; South-East Asian modi¬ 
fications of, 597; Sumero-Akkadian 
Civilization, possible stimulus from, 
Z45; universal states of, 31a, 518; 
Western Civilization, relatioru with, 
551; ste altQ under CkwstiaNITv; 
uiYTTiAC Civilization; Orthodox 
C iDusTiAN CmuzATioN; Shako 
CULTVHS; WeSTSRK ClVIUZATlON. 

Sisera, 420, 422. 

Skopt^, the, 212. 

Slave trade, the, 627; abolition of, 

^, 5 * 9 . S 7 I. 

Slavery: abolition of, 529, 571; de¬ 
finition of, 308 n .; domestic, 308 n., 
637; Islamic form of, 308 n.; Roman 
form of, 306, 308 n., ^78; aocial and 
economic in^uality m its extreme 
form found in, 610; United States 
form of, 329 n., 627. 

Sltvs, the, 400. 

Slovenes, the, 542. 

Smerdis, son of Cyrus II, the Achse- 
menid, aio. 

Smith, G. Elhott, 343. 

Smith, J. Russell, 322 n. 

Smuts, Field-Marshal J. C., 563. 

Social Contract, supposed primordial, 

^ 33 - 

Social justice, advance towards, 571-2. 

Social Science Research CowcU’s 
Committee on Historiography's 
Report, quoted, 19, 23, 25. 4 *. 43 . 
50 60 115 126-7, 134 

146-7 n., 165, 230, 243, 246 278. 


Social structure, changes in. 55^. 

Societies: communities in relation to, 
280-2; definition of, 280, 282; 
different species of, 280; not orgsn- 
isio*. *56, 454; pre-dvilizatiorii— 
as arrest^ civilizations, 553; — 
bwd between the living and the 
dead in, 270 n.; — changes in, 274- 
5; — classificstion of phenomena 
in, 136; — cultural unity and 
political disunity in, 172-3; — 
different classes of, 150, ate; — im¬ 
portance and value of, 60a 

— integratedness of, 78, 82, 602; 

— memory, reliance on, in, 275-fi; 

— mimesis in, 274, 276; — oldest- 
and longest-lived species of human 
society, 603; — religion an integral 
part of total culture in, 81, 82, 83 n., 
97; — static character of, 274, 275; 

— surviving representatives of, 152, 

209, 603-4; — transition from, to 
civilization, 275, 276, 279, 3 * 7 - 43 ! 
— Westernization of, 561 603; 

— tee also under Civilizations; 

Eovtt; Middls America; Middle 
American Civilization; Peru; Re- 
UC10N8, higher; ‘primitive*, 327, 
3*9 569, 603, 6^; see also Civi- 

LIZATtONS; COMMUNITIBS: INSTITU- 
TIOKS. 

Society: annihilation of, possible, 519, 
523; SB common ground between 
human beings' fields of action, 439; 
as total network of relations be¬ 
tween human beings, 81, 270 n., 
271-2, 280, 287; civilization in re¬ 
lation to, 223; culture, relation to, 
273; dist^tive institutions of, 281; 
historical importance of, 270-1 n.; 
integration of individuals in, and of 
Nature with, 583 n.; the indi¬ 
vidual’s relation to, 641 n.; not a 
product of instinctive behaviour, 
564". 

Sociology, 118-22, 124, 129 and n., 
134 and R., 139, 146, 167. aafi, 
259 R., 260, S99 fl., 601, 647. 

Soentes, i, 426. 

Sogdian lan^age, the, 433, 434. 

Solomon, King of Judah and Israel, 
404, 422, 4*3 4*4, 4*8. 430 

483, 497 - 

Somervell, D. C., 302 r. 

Song of Songs, 423. 

Sorokin, P. A., 55 r., 77, 78, 152 r., 
> 54 . 156. 246 R., 268, 288, 301 R., 
30a R., 599 R., 600 R., 60X R., 609 R. 

Soul, schum in, the, 641 n. 

South-East Asian Civilization, the, 
561, 597. 
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South-West Asia, as heart of the 
Oikoumeni, 473 “S- 

‘South-Western Civiliaatton’, the, 560 
and n. 

Spain, 528 n. 

Spanish Empire, the, 1x2 n., 105, 206, 
207, 2x0, 545 : tee also under Inca 
Empire; Middle America. 

Spanish Inquisition, the, 627. 

Spanish language, the, 544 > 553 

Sparta: 590-1 n.; allies, relations with, 
381, 383, 384; as an arrested civi- 
Uzation, 109, 547; as a fragment of 
the Hellenic Civilization, 553; as a 
candidate for role of unifier of 
Hellenic World, 312, 375, 384, 388; 
campaigm of, in Western Anatolia, 
470; citizenship in, 385; conquests 
of, 384, 387, 388; demoralization of, 
381; growth of, 138; helots in, 384, 
385: licentiousness of Spartiates 
abroad, 565; military drill in, 565; 
peculiarity of, 281, 553 n.; perioeci, 
381, 383, 384, 385; see also under 
Athens; Atkbno-Pbloponnbsian 
War. 

Spartan Confederacy, the, 384. 

Spate, O. H. K., II n., 37 n., 38 n. 146-8, 
232, 234, 239-60 passim, 301 
302 n., 314-26 passim, 605 608, 

63? «•. 6431 646, 647. 

Specialization, 131, 134-5, 248, 278, 
3*8, 333, 237, 341, 633-4, 

Species: evolution of, 231; number of 
representatives of a, 163. 

Spencer, Herbert, 256, 665. 

Spengler, Oswald: anthropological 
approach of, 602 n.; artistic-intui¬ 
tive system of, 649; as a mathe¬ 
matician, 582: as a prophet, 243 n.; 
determinism of, 238, 254, 305, 510, 
646; genius of, 85, 305, 601; Hel¬ 
lenic Civilization used as model by, 
586; human societies as organisms 
in his view, 256; ‘Maglan Civiliza¬ 
tion*, his hypothetical, 89 n., 92 n., 
185 4 '». 443 -^» 454 - 6 . 457 . 

460 R., 461 R., 671; metaphor, his 
use of, 38 R. ; metht^ not those of 
social scientists, 43 n.; nature of 
civilization, his vimvs on, 439, 586; 
not an empiricist, 46, 246, 250 r., 
646; not a philosopher, 605 n.\ 
pattern of development of civiliza¬ 
tions seen by, 208, 519; ‘pseudo- 
morphosis*, his conception of, 444, 
465, 670-1, 674; reciprocal action 
of an author and his age exemplified 
in, 607 R.; religion as a component 
of culture in his view, 89, 90, 93, 
94. 951 'style* of a civilization dis¬ 


cerned by, 600-1; Der Unter^ang 
des Abendlandes quoted, 92 n, 

Spinden, H. T., 340, 341, 342, 355, 
570 «•. 613 n. 

Spinning and weaving, 332, 333, 336, 

^ 363. 364- 

Spinoza, Benedictus de (Baruch Des- 
pinoza), 596 n., 668. 

Sprout, H. and M., 148 R., 315 n.,325n., 
326. 

Ssu-n\a Ch’ien, 187, 188 and r., 349. 

Stalin (Dfugashvili), Josiph Vissa¬ 
rionovich, 617. 

Standards: common human, 65-67,69, 
669; relativity of, 62 segq., 69. 

States: as true units of history, 290; 
definition of, 308; emergence of, 275; 
invisibility of, 290-1; national: — 
as bases for new advance, 619-20 r.; 

— as facts, 231 andR., 619R.; —as 
focuses of lo^ties, 619 and r.; 

— partition of World into, 617-18; 
—•stimulus provided by, 198;—- 
Western ideal of, 215; personifica¬ 
tion of, 118 n. 

States, universal; agriculture as 
economic basis of, 200, 201, 202, 
204, 205; alternating rhythm of 
decline and restoration in, 187-209, 
217; as first or last phase in history 
of a civilization, 174, 175, 186; as 
response to challenge of breakdown 
of a civilization, 302; as heralds of a 
potential world-state, 310; benefits 
conferred by, 173, 198, 20^: civil 
services in, 200; communications 
systems, importance of, 308-9; 
continuance of, through histones of 
different civilizations, 205-6; defini¬ 
tion of, 224; different kinds of, 196; 
duration of, 207,304, 518; economic 
reasons for recurrent collapse of, 
200-4, 208; establishment of, 

243, 308, 309, 518; extant speci¬ 
mens of, 207; extinction of, 207; 
founders of, 199, 204, 31X-13; 
future of, prospects for, 208-9, 215, 
309 teqq., 51^19; hold of, over 
suhjects’ hearts, 198-9 and r.; local 
states in relation to, 209-10, 2x4-15, 
216; local autonomy and variety 
suppressed by, 618; number of 
specimens of, 196; range of, 310; 
revivals of, 197-9, 304. 553, 561 
619; sense of solidari^' in, 310; 
social oiganizacion in, 2x6; starting- 
points o^ 206-7; subject peoples’ at¬ 
titude towards,310, 313; successor- 
states of, 210; technology, neglect 
of, 201; universality of, 207 r., 308, 
310; see cdso under names of states 
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SfBtiscics, I 3 I- 4 , a38» 327. 

Stecchini, L. C., 5 r.» 26 n., 100 n.» 
139 n.,62i,63)R.. 653- 

Stepp€», the, 336 350, 397 n., 410, 

411,41a. 4 * 2 , 496, 554 «. 

Stoicism, 177, 379, 445 and n., 449, 
450 - 

Stolnikofr, J., 540 R., 626 n . 

Stone, Laurence, 16, 130 n., 235 n., 
240 n., 246 II., 247 «•. * 55 . 594 »•. 
656. 

Strachey, John, 37 n ., 94 159, 

301 302 n ., 310, 6m 11., 641 It. 

Study, 658, 659, 662. 

Style, literary, $88 $€qq. 

Suez Canal, the, 474. 

Suffering, learning through, 301-^, 
^9. 5 ^, 581 R., 609 fl., 617. 

Sus Dynasty, the, 175 and n., 177 R-. 
180 R., 181, 188, 194. 

Sumatra, 604. 

Sumberg, T. A., 28 n., 54 r., 55 R., 
100 n., 186 R., 532, 581 R., 587 R., 
619 R., 650, 651 R., ^4. 

Sumer and Akkad, the ^pire of, 174, 
311. 31a. 

Sumerian language, the, 191, 431, 
560 R. 

Sumero-Akkadian Civilization, the: 
agriculture in, 339; archaeological 
e>’idence for, iia, 593; architecture 
in, 346; art in, 4^; aa satellite of 
Hellenic Civilization, 561 r. ; break¬ 
down of, 618; bronze, invention of, 
m, 359; city-atates in, 339 r.; 
cosmic theories in, 33,188 R., 423 R.; 
cultural diffusion from, 345 - 8 , 355, 
362,408,409,472; cultur^style of, 
345; decomposition of, 447; dis¬ 
integration of, 448; duration of, 
443 . 454 : education in, 575; empires 
baa^ on Tigris-Euphiatea basin, 
in relation to, 455-6; environment 
of, physical, 200, 320, 329 and r., 

339 . 340, 393: expansion of, 467; 
extinction of, 443 . 448 , 455 - 6 , 473 . 
560 R.; fratricidal wars in, 6z8; 
fundamental features of, 292; 
genesis of, aoo, 317,321 r., 329 uid 
n-, 330. 331. 335 . 339 , 349 . 35 o; 
geographical range of, 393; gradual 
rise of, 345, 369, 374; Iranians, 
relations with, 431, 539 r.; irriga¬ 
tion, development of, 318, 329, 330, 

340, 352, 406, 474; languages of, 
431 . 432, 560 R.; last survivors of, 
443 R.; law in, 424; marchmen, 

of, in, 311, 31a; mythology of, 
423: political lega^ of, 432; 
political unification in, 173; Pro- 
toliterate Age of, 332 r., 346, 347; 


rationalization, process of, in, 185; 
religion in, 83 r., 184, 338-9 r., 
408, 414 423. 4 * 4 . 443 «•. 483, 

4^; satellites of, 552, 560; Syriac 
CivUization, relation to, 408-9,410, 
4*3 «•, 43 *. 448, 483. 549 . 560; 
technological inventions in, 321 n., 
336-7, 347; time of troubles of, 
304 R., 411; town and country, rela¬ 
tions between, in, 277; universal 
state of, 174, 205; writing, art of, 
346, 347 . 3 ^. 353 . 407 . 43 *. 43 *. 
^3; tet also vnder Achabmekian 
EMP tKB; Babylonia; Eoyptiac 
C muzATioN; Indus Cultvm; 
SiNic CiviuzATtON; Tioris- 
Euphratbs Basin. 

Sumner, B. H., 539 R., 540 n. 

Sun-worship, 491. 

Sung Dynasty, the, 181, 188, 194, 
203 R., 311. 

Superficiality, 133-4, 152. 

Superman, 149 n., 568 n . 

Swabey, M. C., 16,20 and r., 32-33 r., 
35 36, 45 "•» 54 «•» 59 «•. 60 r., 

65, 68, TOO R., 2^0 R., 258 R., 581 H. 

Swamps, reclamation of, 329 and r., 
337. 338 . 339-4*. 348. 350 . 

Sweetman, J. W., 450 r. 

Sweezy, Paul M., 160 n., 223, 243 r., 
587 n., 600 R„ 628 R., 653. 

Swiss Guard, the French Crown’s, 307. 

Symbols, 159-60. 

Syme, Sir Ronald, 122. 

Symmachus, Quintus Aurelius, 625 
and R. 

Syracuse, 155, 375. 38*, 386, 388,389. 

Syria, Coel6, 394. 

Syria, Greater, 393, 394, 40a. 

Syria, the modem state of (now in¬ 
corporated in the U.A.R.), 346 n., 
394 - 

‘Syriac’, usage of the word, 393. 

Syriac Civilization, the: achievements 
of, 411-12, 456; archaeological 
evidence for, 394, 422 n., 423, 4*5. 
428, 430 R., 432, 433 . 44 *. 555: 
art in, 394, 411 and n., 41a r., 
422-3, 449; as Hellenic Civiliza¬ 
tion’s satellite, 672; as a ‘major’ 
civilization or as a ‘secondary’ one, 
55Z R.; aa a solvent, 448, 449; 
colonics planted by, 394, 396; cul¬ 
tural assimilation by, 431'^, 4^-9: 
cultural continuity after loss of 
political independence, duration of, 
question of, 439-43; cultural heri¬ 
tage of, 410, 4iz; cultural identity 

— loss of, 399, 448, 453 . 456, 47 *; 

— maintained after loss of political 
independence, 396 s < qq ., 405-6, 
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4S6; cultural originality, feebleness 
of, 411 and n.; culture *— common, 
consciousness of, 395: ~ diffusion 
of, 17 397 tegq., 403, 405, 449; 

decomposition of, 447-8, 449, 454, 
456, 460; expansion of, 393-4; 
extinction of, 293 and n., 439, 440, 
443 . 444 . 448. 473 . 479 ; formative 
stage of, 448; 'fossils’ of, 293; — see 
also under Jbws; Judaism; Mono* 
pHYsiTB Christianity; Nsstorian 
Christianity; Parsees; genesis of, 
9 ». 393-4. 395 . 40s. 410-11, 417. 
418, 4x9; Hellenic model applied 
to, 595-6. 399-401. 404. 405: 
'heroic* phase of, 446; historical 
background of, 405-11; Hittite 
Civilization, relation to, 549, 560; 
identification of, 436; Iranian Cul* 
ture, relation to, 405, 43 *“*. 433 . 
434 . 436, 439 . 456. 4 ». 479 «•. 
539 «■. 560, 672; languages of, 397- 
9 . 431 439 . 44 t-a; maritime 

enterprise of, 406, 412; non-Jewish 
majority in, 440; original home of, 
393. 394; political disunity in, 395; 
reality of, contested, 457; recon¬ 
sideration of, 3, 90, 205^ 393- 

406; religion in, 296-7, 412, 413, 
424-5, 434 seqq .; — see also under 
Israelites; Judahitbs; Judaism; 
PHOBNictANa; scripts used in, 398; 
surviving representatives of, 406, 
430, 439. 440, 446, 460, 479; time 
of troubles of, 404; two streams, 
division of, into, 430; unitariness of, 
question of, 394, 401-3. 405. 4 ii- 
30: universal state of, 173, 205,40X, 
404. 405. 455. 456; alto under 
Achabmenian Empire; Arab Cali¬ 
phate; Eoyptiac Civiuzation ; 
Hellenic CrviLtzATiON ; Islam; Is¬ 
lamic Civiuzation; Israelites; 
Jews; Minoan-Hblladic-My- 
CENAEAK Civiuzation; Orthodox 
Christian Civilization; Sumero- 
Axkadian Civilization; Western 
Civiuzation. 

Syriac Civilization, the abortive, 547, 
561. 

Syriac-Hellenic culture-compost, a: 
93 n., x8i n., 446-61, 561 n., 672; 
Christianity and Islam root^ in, 
449 . 450-1, 453 . 454 . 455 . 456 . 472 , 
473. 671; civilizations sprung from, 
457-60, 549, 554. 671; fertility of, 
447-8, 47*. 473, 671 harvest of, 
454 ie09.; identification of, 446-7; 
imperfect blend of components of, 
449 . 451. ^1 Russian Civiliza¬ 
tion rooted in, 542. 


Syriac language and literature, the, 

^ 393,443,464.465. 

Synac World, the: a^culture in, 406; 
break in continuity of history of, 
442; cultural syncretism in, in 
Post-Alexandrine Age^ 452-3; cid- 
ture, cumulative deposits of, in, 447; 
Hellenic intrusion on, 91, 293, 
* 97 . 40X-S, 440-1, 444, 472; — re¬ 
actions against, 17 n., 260, *93, 
313 rt., 401, 403-5. 441-*, 444, 445. 
449 . 453 . 466-8, SS4, 671; — results 
of, 406; Hellenic veneer on, 444, 
465, 670; historical records of, 477; 
history of, before lost millennium 
B.C., 406 seqq.\ immigrants into, 
407, 409-10, 4 * 7 -* 4 , 4 * 7 . 466, 490, 
502; local states Achaemenian 
Empire's relations with, 401,442 n.; 
— common culture, consciousness 
of, 395, 427-8; — conquest of, by 
alien powers, 396,397,398,399,400, 
406, 418, 427, 4*8, 43®. 448. 456, 
460, 491; — Hellenization of, 

442 449; — relations between, 
395 , 404.406,414,422, 4*4. 4 * 7 - 8 ; 
“ social and economic conditions 
of, in 8th century b.c., 490; philo¬ 
sophers originating in, 445 and n., 
449: Post-Alexandrine position in. 

443 469; racial and cultural 
fusion in, 420 seqq., 428; see also 
under Assyrian Empire; Nbobaby- 
LONiAN Empire. 

‘Syro-Phoenician Civilization*, the, 
91, 552 n. 

Tajin Culture, the, 364. 

Talmon, J. L., 413 n., 480 n., 512 n., 
627. 

Talmud, the, 86 n., 88 n., 185 n., 416, 
44*. 445. 480, 481, 482, 488 and n., 
508,509,5i6and»., 548, 59611., 667. 
Tammuz, worship of, 184. 

T'ang D^asty, the, 175 andn., 177 n., 

178 B., i79n.,i8on., i8r,i88,190 n., 
196, 203 B., 204 B., 311. 

Taoism, 137, 164, 176-7, 178 and b., 

179 B., B., 203 B., 221. 

Tarde, ^briel, 599 b., 641 n. 
Tarcntum, 381, 384, 386, 389. 

TSriq b. Ziyid, Arab conqueror of the 

Visigoths, 614. 

Tarsus, 445 b. 

Tasmanians, the, 329 n. 

Tatars, the, 540, 542-3. 

Tawney, R- H., 38 b., 203, 234-5, 
573 B., 600 B., 645-6. 

Taylor, A. J. P., 67 b., loo and b., 
141 B., 160 B., 243 577 581 

587 B., 643, 644. 
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TaymS, 467. 

Team-work, 103-5. 

Technolo^: advance of, 208, 215, 
270, 275, 279. 283, 374-5. 604; 
— continuity in, 331; amemtiea of 
civilization spread by, 208-9, 278, 
375, 604; as a candidate for beiitg 
consider^ the master-activity of 
mankind, 132, 658, 659, 662-3; as a 
common achievement and posses¬ 
sion of all mankind, 77; as the 
criterion for progress in human 
aflbirs, 267; culture, relation of, to, 
600 n.; education in, 579; imitation 
easier than invention of, 528; in 
Neolithic Age, 336-8; in pre- 
dvilizational societies in the 
Americas, 341-3; neglect of, by 
rulers of uiuveisal states, 201, 203; 
population-increase in relation to, 
208-9, 375 : Primitive Man’s defici¬ 
ency of, 34O; spread of, chrouf^out 
the Wond, 2M, 528, 576; team¬ 
work in connexion with, 103; uni¬ 
fication of the World on plane of, 
138, 140 n., 528, 618; weapons 
product by progress in, 209, 278, 
374 - 5 . 5 * 8 . 579 , 608; Western 
achievements in, 109, no, 208, 278, 
524, 527-8, 530, 532, 537 . S 4 S. 576, 
591 604, 633, 633; set also undtr 

Aoiuculture; A.sdean Ctviuza- 
tion; SciENd; U.S.S.R. 

Teggart, F. J., 32 587 n., 651 n. 

Teilhard de Chardin, Father P., S.J., 
8 n., 48 n. 

Temperament, 61-4S2. 

Tcnochtitlan, 373, 373. 

Teotihuaein, 366,369,3700., 371,613. 

Tepe Gawra, 334. 

Tcpc Sialk, 333, 334,336 «. 

Teucrians (^kkaru), the, 407, 409, 
410 R. 

Teutonic languages, the, 63a. 

Teutons, the, 631 and n., 632. 

Thailand, 673. 

Tbebaid, the Egyptian, 83. 

Thebes (Boeotian city-state), 470. 

Themistocles, son of Neocla, 127 n., 

^524- 

Theodosius I the Great, Roman Em¬ 
peror, 467. 

Theology, 69; ste also under Cidus- 
hanity; Islam. 

Thomas Aquinas, Saint, 106, 607 n. 

Thompson, E. A., 201 n. 

Thompson, K. W., 27 r., 28 n., 40 r., 
50 n., 131 R., 160 168, 223, 228, 

238, 349 R., 358 R., 259,361, 264 R., 
274 «•» 5*9 «•, 522 R., 605 R., 609 n., 
646. 


Thomson, David, 39 n., 598 n., 628 r., 
653. 

Thorndike, Lynn, 13, 185 n,, 286 n., 
538 R., 600 R., 63a R. 

Thothmes I, Pharaoh, 408 r., 409 n. 

Thothmes 111 , Pharaoh, 408 r., 409 n. 

Thought: anidytical and classifica- 
tory operation of, 9 -t 3 , * 9 . 21, 39, 
70 «•, 73, *03, 166, 167, 225, 226, 
228, 244, 250, 622; apriori basis of, 
244; as the fission of a unitary 
Reality, 8 seqq., 145, 148, 258, 28^; 
co-operative, question of possi¬ 
bility of, 104; ei^lanation os possible 
goal of, 26; limitations of, 0, 9, 39, 
74, 234, 248, 258, 286, 314, 6x7; 
rational, objecove of, 73-74; uae of 
analogy in, 35, 40. 

Thrace, 391. 

Thucydides, son of Olorua, 53, 138, 
156, 229 , 265. 

Thunderstorms, alternative explana- 
tioru of, 29 r., 30, 31. 

Tibet, 88, 293, 298. 

Tibetan Civilization, the, 561. 

T’ien, the Chinese sky-god, 489. 

Tiglath-Pileser I, Kmg of Assyria, 
395 n. 

Tiglath-Pileser III, King of Assyria, 

191, 49 X. 

Tigtnnes, King of Armenia, 403, 404. 

Tigris-Euphrates basin, the: as the 
cradle of civilization, 314, 317, 358, 
444; empires based on, 191, 205, 
432, 455, 464, 466; occupation of. 
by Man, 339 n.; phy-stography of, 
317-19, 320, 321 R„ 329, 393; re¬ 
clamation of swamps and marshes 
in, 329 and r., 337, 338, 339, 340, 
349 ,351 : recurrences of universal 

state in, 185, 191, 205; successive 
or continuing civilizations in, 
question of, 169-70, 173, 174, 
287 R.; su also Fertile Crescent. 

Tigris, upper basin of, 393, 394, 
410. 

Tikil, 558. ^ 

Time-spans, 158. 

Timoleon of Corinth, 386. 

Timur Lenk (Tamburlaine), 611. 

Timurid Empire, the, 191, 205. 

Ting, V. K., 350, 351. 

Tingsten, H., 45 r., 234. 

Titicaca, Lake, 368. 

Tlatilco Culture, the, 357. 

Tokugawa Shogunate, set tender Japan. 

Toltecs, the, 366, 373, 558. 

Tocoueville, Alexis de, 229 r. 

Torah, the, 415 and r., 416, 425, 
430 R., 440. 451. 477 - 8 , 480, 486 R., 
487 R., 488, 489, 495 497-501. 
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504 506-11, 513, 516, 517, 548, 

624 n., 667. 

Tormodacn, J. A., 160-1 243 

247 «. 

Totalitarianum, 531 n. 

Toynbee, A. J., 37-40, 646; ancestral 
religion’s influence on his views, 
478,623; anthropomorphic language 
used by, 45-46, 116 n., 269 n.\ 
archaeological materia], use of, 
593-4 and n., 600 art, neglect of, 
()Oo and n.; as a characteristic re¬ 
presentative of his own generation, 
607 n.; as a civil servant, 128-^; as 
a furniture-shifter, J42-3; as a 
Londoner, 620-1; as a ‘Magian’, 
670-1 n.; as a metahistorian, 647, 
649, 652, 654; as a m^'stic, 39 
653; as out of tune with his age, 
6^, 670 n.; as an Oxford don, 643 
and n.; as a Pharisee, 597 n.; as a 
philosopher, 130-1 n., 605, 653, 
656; as a poet, 38 n., 39 and 40, 
128, 131 as a prophet, 3-4, 6, 
238^, 240 607, 644; as a repre¬ 

sentative of Western humanistic 
culture, 607; as a scholar, 653-4; 
as a sociologist, 652; as a theo¬ 
logian, 128, 131 573 607 n., 

653, 655; as a ThomJst, 607 ; as 

a ‘trans-rationalist’, 74-76 and rm., 
98, 99-Z02 and nn., 650; as a Vic¬ 
torian, 606-7, 608; attempts the 
impossible, 142, 647, 648; Augus¬ 
tine, Saint, comparison with, 651 n., 
656; barbarian origin of, 295 n., 
631; barbarians, attitude towards, 
631; bias of. 583 M., 640; birth of, 
180,187, 57$, 6^, 618; breakdown, 
his cornet of, 300 teqq., 613 and 
n.; caution, his disregard for, 640 
seqq.) changes from a cyclical to a 
progressive system, 27; changes his 
objective and his plan of operations, 
26-27, 46-47, 3*9, 639 649. 

650-1; Christian upbringing, in¬ 
fluence of his, 583 n., 621, 622, 
671 n.; civilizations — his deflni- 
tion of, 279, 284-8, 335,439; — his 
distinction between ‘primitive’ 
societies and, 327 and n., 3*8-0, 
331; — hit list of, criticized, 548; 
common man, his neglect of the, 
124 ft.; a comprehensive view of 
human affairs taken by, 140-2, 
639 ft., 647, 649; contemporaries, 
his influence on, 607 ft.; critics, 
acknowledgments and thanks to his, 
3, 6-7, 574-5, 588 ft.; ‘culture’, his 
use of the word, 272-3 creativity, 
hia views on, 254, 343, 3441 dia¬ 


lectical method used by, 1-3, 44- 
45 ft., 641 and ft.; disintegration, 
his views on, 242, 300-1 n., 302 n., 
303-5; dualism of, 9 n. 609 
economics, his neglect of, 600 and 
n., 609; education of, 137-8, 187, 

*85, 390 ft., 53*, 548, S49, 575-605, 

6m, 629 n., 630, 636, 671 em¬ 
pirical, his claim to be, 16, 46. 
100 243 *49 *50 ft., 

*62, 583 ft., 638 ft., 646, 650; 
English histop^, his dislike of, 630 
and ft.; English language, his use 
of the, 587-90; exaggeration and 
over-aimpliflcation in his work. 
145 se^.; examples, his use of, 
246 teqq.; experiences in a.d. 1914, 
his, 156-7, 606, 607, 608-9; factt, 
his use of, 229 stqq.; failure of 
nerve, accused of, 650; falsification 
of h^tory, accused of, 538 n.; 
fascism, accused of, 149 n.; force, 
his views on effects of use of, 609 
and ft., 612, 613; ‘fossils', his views 
on, 293 teqq.\ freedom, his views 
on, 241 and n.; fundamental con¬ 
cepts of, 245 ft.; generalizations 
made by, 22-23, 43 «•. I 34 «■» 
243 fi., 246 ft., 634, 655; Hellenism, 
his attitude towards, 635, 636, 670- 
1 n.; hypotheses, his use 01, 43 ft., 
166, 230, 244. *45. *49. *58, 259, 
322; illustration of the whole by a 
part, his resort to, 234-e, 246, 248; 
individual, his ne^ect of the, 121 r.; 
insight of, 243 ft.; field of study, his 
attempts to find an intellinble, 
26-27, 161-2; historical eviorace, 
hia respect for, 46-47; hostility of 
fellow historians towards, 13-14, 
141 R., 248; hypocrisy, accused of, 
243 idolstry, his horror of, 
621-2; imoring awkward ^ts, 
accused of, 247 snd n .; inadequacy 
of his definitions, criticized for the, 
223-4; institutions, his poor opinion 
of, 270, 636-8: Jews, hts attitude 
towards the, 627, 631; Judaism 
ambiguity in hts use of the term, 
87 n., 296; — his neglect and ignor¬ 
ance of, 590, 596-7; ‘key’ events, 
bis picking-out of, 159; ‘laws’ pro¬ 
pounded by, 238, 239 and n., 240, 
243 ft., 244, 247, 250 261, 638 

material factors in history, his 
under-estimate of importance of, 
266, 616-17; Mayan Civilization, 
his over-estimate of importance of 
the, 365-6; Minoan (jivilization, 
his over-estimate of importance of 
the, 407; models, his use of, 160 
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Toynbee, A. J. (con/.)* 
seqq.. i86, 196, 548-9. 585-6; 
moral judgementa of, 54, 67-68; 
myth, his use of, 37-40, 74, 146, 
149 241, *43 *50 itqq., 256, 

316, 562, 656; nsiveti of his sp- 

f iroadfi to history, 50 r.; nfttiona* 
ism, his attitude towards, 609-10, 
617 te??.; not a determinist, 239 R., 
259, 305, 518 and fl., 646, 649; not 
andsemitic, 597 and r. ; openness of 
his mental horizon, 650-2; paro^ 
dualism, his views on, 617 uqq.; 
patterns discerned by, 145, 167, 
261, 264, 265, 303-5, S19, 657; 
Pelagianism of, 651 r.; a personal 
view of history ttken by, 573-4; 
playing'held, his dislike of the, 
254 R.; politics and religion, his 
concentration on, 598-60; popu' 
larity of his worl^ 140, 141 n., 

588 R.; pre-dvili^tional societies, 
his neglect of, 327-9, 602-3; pre¬ 
conceptions, his, 243-4; premetion, 
his views on, 4, 240 r., 519; pride, 
accused of, 85 n., 2^, 584 n., 638 n .; 
‘Procrustean’ method of, 247 and 
R., 249 and R., 305; progress, his 
views on, 266-^; public events in 
his lifetime, effect of, on his out¬ 
look, 5-6, 61C, 616, 617-20; race- 
feeling, his detestation of, 632-3; 
the range of his knowledge, 590- 
620; reconsiderations, reasons for 
hU, I regularities in human 

affairs, lus views on, 239, 241-2; 
relativity of his point of view, 583 
and R.; religion — his concentra¬ 
tion on, 639 n., 650, 652, 653, 656; 
— his personal views on, 72 r., 75- 
76, 94 n., 98-102, 596 and r., 625 
and R., 638 R., 650; religions, 
higher, his change of views on role 
of, 84’^5, 93-96; renaissances, his 
dislike of, 635; a rift in his system 
of thought, ^9-50; Roman history, 
his views on, 375 stgq.‘, schematism, 
his, 247 "id ti., 249; scholarly 
atsndard, his failure to live up to a, 
645-6; science and technology, his 
under-estimste of importance of, 
600 and R., 609; selecting facts to 
fit his theories, accused of, 246-7 
and n., 249; the self-destructive 
bent of his bought, 621; society, 
his rejection of the view that it is an 
organism, 256; sociology, his neg¬ 
lect of, 599 R.; spedsl^tion, ms 
views on, 633-5; stimulating ^ect 
of his work, 643-4, 646; the sub¬ 
conscious, his views on, 241-2; 


suWeetivity of, 573-4 and r.; 
suffering, his attitude towards, 609 
and R., 617; superficiality, accused 
of, 133 R., 248; the superseding of 
his worit welcomed by, 646-7; 
symbols, his use of, 159-^; Syriac 
history, his construction of, 395 
teqq.; taking episodes out of their 
context, criticized for, 246, 248; 
theodi^ of, 653, 655, 656; trans- 
figpiration, his concept of, 652; unity, 
his sense of, 6xosnd n., 647; unique¬ 
ness, his rejection of pretensions to, 
620-40; unresolved contradictions 
in his thought, 654, 655; ‘vision’ of, 
620; war, his attitude towards, 609. 
610, 611, 612; Western Civilization 

— his attitude towards the, 529 

595-6, 626 seqq., 635 n.; 

— his views on the future of the, 
240 n ,; wills, conflicts between, his 
views on, 237-8 n. 
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Trajan (M. Ulpiua Traianus), Roman 
^peror, 193, 453 n., 466. 
Transjordan, 393, 409, 442, 462. 
‘Trans-ratioruilism’, 26 n., 68 stqq., 
75, 98. 250-2, 314. 639 R., 644. 650, 
655.657. 
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Trevor-Roper, Profeaaor Hugh, 5 r., 
238 R., 243 244. 245 . 574 - 

Trieste, 66a. 

Trinkaus, C., 20 r., 55 n,, 115 r., 
116 R., 145 . *49 «•. 150 IS 4 . 

160 R., 267, 270 R., 287 R., 302 R.. 
303 R., 583 R., 598 602 R. 

Tritton, A. S., 463 fl. 

Troeltsch, Ernst, 562. 

Troy. 556. 

Truth, ‘intuitive’, 573 n. 

Ts’i Dynasties, the, see Ch’i. 

Ts’in Empire, the, tea Ch’in. 
Tuikestsn, ^60. 

Turicey, 575 ;Me(iZto Ottoman Empire. 
Turkii^ language, the, 543, 589, 592, 
593 - 

Tuika, the, 400,417. 

Type-concepts. 165, 168. 

Tyre, 396, 422, 424, 4 * 5 . 4^6, 4 * 7 . 
477 . 49 »- 


Uaxactun, 558. 

Ugarit, 407 and r., 408 r., 419,420 r., 
423; set alto R^-A$k-Shamrah. 
Ukrainians, the, 542. 

'Umar I, Caliph, 469. 

‘Umar II, Ca^h, 466. 

Umayyad Caliphate, the, 400, 466, 
473.562n.;f«e olio Arab Caliphatb. 
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Americanization of, 537 n.; atomic 
weapon, possession of. by. 5Z4, 525, 
526. 604; Communist regime in, 
207-8, 532. 538 and 541, 545, 
6a6; existence of, as a possible asset 
for the West, 525 ; subject and 
satellite peoples, policy concerning 
Russification of, 542 tegg.; techno¬ 
logical competition with the West, 
537-8; technological triumphs of, 
545: United States, relations with 
the, 525,526,537,583,610; Western 
World, relations with the, 536-8, 
^5; SM also Russia; and under 
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Uniqueness, 10-11, 13 seqg., 50 n., 
620-50, 666. 
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United Kingdom, the: constitution of, 
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territory occupied by, 232; sm also 
England; Great Britain. 
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United States of America: atomic 
weapon, possession of. by, 524, 525, 
526; Civil War in, 606; colonialum, 
attitude towards, 572; constitution 
of, 291; Germans in, 565; racial 
discrimination in, 632; religion in, 
96; Revolutionary War, the, 215; 
see also under America, North; 
Slavery; Union ok Soviet 
S ociAUST Republics. 

Universe, the: articulation of, 9-10; 
as revealed by science, 607; heart of, 
533; a human mind as part of, 48; 
iimnity of, 136, 137; Man’s dis¬ 
torted vision of, 563; Man’s need 
for reconciliation wim, 533; mystery 
of, 621,625; rhythm of, 188, 199, 
641 ».; a spiritual presence, greater 
than Man, in, 6ai; unity of, 563. 

Ur: 4*4 «•> 443 «•. 447 ; Third Dynasty 
of, the, 173, 174. 19*. 408. 

Ural-Altaic languages, the, 593. 

Urartian Civilization, 560. 

Urartu, 174, 49 *. 552 - 

Urban life, 276, 342, 370 37 *. 372, 

490 - 

Urban Revolution, the, 277, 339. 

Urbanization, 216, 275, 276, 484. 

Urfa (Edessa), 44a, 443 n. 

Ur-Nammu (Ur-Engur), Emperor of 
Sumer and Akkad, 311. 

Usumacinta River, 555, 556, 558. 


737 

Value-judgements. 53 seqq., 266-8, 
272, 552, 598 n. 
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Ventria, Michael, 407, 552 m., 557 
. 593 * 

Vickers, Sir Geoflfrey, 619-20 n. 

Vico, Giambattista, ^ n., 131 
161 252, 584, 585, 586-7, 607, 

653 n. 

Vienna, second siege of (a.d. 1683), 
,,.193. 527. 536, 537 - 

Viernam, 525, 544. 

Vietnamian Civilization, 560. 

Village life, 342, 343 . 35^. 

Vimalakirti, 179 n. 

Viracocha, the Inca, 126. 

Vishnu, 49, 220, 624 and n. 

Visigoths, the, 471. 

Viltiaps, King, converted by Zara- 
thuatra, 436. 

Viitispa, the Achaemenid, father of 
the Emperor Darius I, 436. 

Vladimir I, Prince of Kiev, 538. 

Voegelin, E., 2,27 100 n., 165,168, 

650, 651. 

Vogt, J., 9 n., 156, 247 n., 376, 388 
390 «•. SS 3 «•, 646. 

Volkerwanderungen, 323, 395, 397 «., 
400, 402, 405. 4 <> 7 , 409, 4 **, 4 * 5 . 
417, 418, 4 * 9 . 421, 422, 433 . 436 »•, 
438, 440. 465. 557 . 616, 631 fl. 

Volsunga Saga, the, 251. 

Voltaire, Francois Marie Arouet de, 
478. 

Walker, Father L., O.P., s n., 9 46n., 

98 n., 100 R., 218 n,, 583 R. 

Walsh, W. H., 131 243. 244. 633 «*. 

65s n. 

Walz, R., 394 n. 

Wang Yang-ming, 178 n. 

War: as a symptom of social break¬ 
down, 300 R.; degeneration of, 531; 
economics in relation to, 658; hate- 
fulnesa of, 610; local sovereignty 
and patriotism in relation to, 618; 
political organization indispensable 
for waging, 658; renunciation of, 
572: role of, in history, 610-ix; 
total, 522; Western art of, acquired 
by non-Western societies, iio-ii, 
528; Western attitude towards, 
553 olso Atomic Warfare. 

Warwick, H. S., 258 n., 262, 263. 

Wasberg, G. C., 161 n., 243 n., 247 n. 

Waterloo, the Batde of (A.D. 1815), 
606, 608. 

Watkin, E. I., loi r., 145,154,170 «•» 

609 R., 610, 611, 651 n. 

Wamick, M., 150 h., 154, 284, 607 n., 
650. 653. 
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Watson, 6., 178 n., 203 n. 

Watt, Janiea, 126. 

Watt, J. Montgomery, the Rev., 450 «. 

Wau^ope, R., 369 n., 371 n. 

Weber, Alfred, 6. 

Weber, Max. 120,159 n., 599 n. 

Wei (Toba) Dynasty, the, 194. 

Weil, G., 28 38 n., 247 645,654. 

Wells, H. G., 652, 653. 

Wensinck, A. J., 450 n. 

Werner, H., a? 44 n., 142 n., 258 n., 
261,262, 387 ^3 598 654. 

West Roman Empire (Holy Roman 
Empire), the, 96, 157, 194-S. ao 7 - 

Western Civilization, the: achieve* 
ments of, 529 '^*. S 32 - 3 » 59 *. 
6^2*-3; aggressiveness of, 627; am* 
bivalence of, moral, 628; amenities 
of, and their extension to the rest 
of mankind, 208-9, 526, 530, 531, 
S71-3, 604, 633; arch&^logical 
enterprise of, 112-13; art in, 291 
and n .; as the culmination of human 
history, 143, 161, 163, 390 and r., 

594, 626-7; as an epUogue to Hel¬ 
lenic history, 581; as the framework 
for a world-wide socie^, 106, 143, 
309. 526-7, S42, 576, 603, 674; M 

an intelligible held of study, 162; 
ascendency of, temporary, 109, 
1X0-11,159,527-8,536.537.630 «■; 
atrocities committed by, 627; bar¬ 
barians* contribution towards, 
631 n.; breakdown of, possible, 
alternative datings for, 520, 522, 
523; chauvinism of, 389; Chxis- 
titnity’s influence on, 532, 533, 571; 
Christian origin of, 457; chronology 
of, 520-1; colonialism in, 309, 572, 
597, 610, 627; common store of 
toowledge in, to6, 11 x; com¬ 
munities out of step with general 
progress of, 553 n.; cultural herit¬ 
age of, 617; dark side of, 531, 628; 
decline of, question of, 534; dis¬ 
integration of, alternative possible 
patterns of, 520,522; distinctiveness 
of, 457; education in, 575, 576, 
577 630; ‘enlightened’ de¬ 

ment in, 531, 532, 668; expansion 
of, 71, * 59 . 523-4, 532; freedom, 
passion for, 528 n.; genesis of, 92, 
* 53 . *58, 162, 304. 444 . 457 . 475 . 
528, 581 R.; growth-stage of, alter¬ 
native possible patterns of, 531; 
habits and outlook induced in 
human nature by, 527; Hellenic 
element in, 454; history of, still 
unfinished, 518, 519, 5^-5, 591, 

595, 628; ixurnanitarianism in, 529- 
30. 53 *. 532, 57 *; hybris of, 531; 


identification of, 162, 285, 286, 
287 R. : identity of, with civilization 
itself, belief in, 581; ideologies in, 
538, 53 *- 2 , 533 . 536, 542, 57 *.626; 
information about, vast scale of 
historical xmd sociological, 595; in¬ 
tellectual curiosity in, 111; intoler¬ 
ant spirit of, combatted in seven¬ 
teenth-century spiritual revolution, 
S42; irreverence towards, present¬ 
ly Westemeia* need for, 630 r.; 
Judaic element in, 542, 627; lan¬ 
guages in — vernacular, 589-90, 
592; — Latin, 576; law, system of, 
389; liberalism in, 531, 532, 536, 
537 538, 539 . 544 . 545 . 546 ; 

’Magian Civilization*, supposed re¬ 
lation to, 445, 457; mantime ex¬ 
ploits of, 474, 475; master-institu¬ 
tions of, successive, 520-2; medieval 
Western city-state cosmos, the, 
520-1, 522 and R., 547, 561; Middle 
Ages, the, 531, 532, ^8; a minority 
of the human race adherents of, on 
spiritual plane, 527; modem phue 
of, birtlmUce of, 528 n.; modem 
genius of, 591; national states of, 
S4I, 609 R.; nationalism in, 597, 
627, 630; non-Westem societies— 
their acquisitions from the West, 
528; — their ambition to recover 
their traditional position of equality 
with the West, 545; — the west’s 
competition with the U.S.S.R. for 
adherence of, 536; — the West's 
encoimters with, xio-ii, 162, 163, 
309; — the West’s increasing 
knowledge about, iii; *— their 
voluntary adherence to the West, 
529. 536, 544 . 612-3; — non- 
Westemer’s attitude towards the 
West, 581 and n., 582-3; oriental¬ 
ists in, lit, 530 n.; other civiliza¬ 
tions peripheral to modem West, 
552 R. ; pace of change in, ^1-52, 
151; particulars and individuala, 
Hellenic-minded depreciation of, 
125; prospects of, 240 R., 518-36, 
584, 6z8; ‘pseudomorphoaia’ In, 
673; rationalist movement in, 71 
teqq., 78, 80, 172, 185; reality of, 
indisputable, 93, 289, 457; rele¬ 
vance of national histories to history 
of, 235; religion in, 488, 489. 53*, 
534; Roman imprint on, 389,390 r.; 
Romantic Movement in, 541, 666; 
satellites of, 561 and n.; secular 
ideals of the ‘Enlightenment’, 530- 
I; self-complacency of, 596, 628 r., 
631-3; Sinic model applied to, 
x8i-2; social homogeneity, possible 
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revolution in, in 17th century, 522, 
528 seqq., 533 «•. 54 *» 54 a» 553 «•. 
571; Syriac Civilization, relation to, 
x8i 406, 454 . 479 . 549 , 5 ^? 
threats to, 289; time of troubles, 
possible, alternative datings for, 
521, 522 n., 523; tolerance, vein of, 
in modem West, 529: town and 
country, relations between, in, 277; 
tyrannical regimes in contemporary 
West, 531; uniqueness, pretension 
to, 626, 628, 630 n., 634, 635 and n.; 
universal state, Question of, 518, 
52T, 523; virtues claimed by, 626-^; 
welfare state in, 530, 571; see also 
under Hellenic Civilization; 
Islam; Islamic Civilization; 
Science; Sinic Civilization; 
Technology. 

Westernization, xio-12, 529 and n., 
537 «•. 539 543 , 544 . 545 . 57 *, 

<76, 580, 633, 673. 

Wheel, the, 336 * 7 . 35 *. 359 - 

Whitehead, A. N., 279. 

Whitley, C. F., 437 n., 486 493 

497 499 ». 

Wight, Martin, 253. 

Wilbenorce, Samuel, 571. 

Willey, G. R., 15a n., 233, 273 
282 328 332 333 338 

3AO-4, 355-d8 passim in footnotes, 
^69-72 440 n. 

Wills: conflicts between, a37“8, 303; 
harmonization of, 535, 564 n., 565. 

Wilson, J. A., 55-56 95 n. 

WithdrawaJ-and-retum, 263-6,641 n., 
652. 

Wolfe, B. D., 28 n., 243 653. 

Woodward, E. L. (Sir Llewellyn), 
6 and n., 38 n., 168, 187 n., 247 
519, 629 651 n., 656. 

Woolf, L. S., 36 37 38 653 - 

World, the: creation of, 423; unifica¬ 
tion of, 109, no, 138,141,143,215, 
216-17, 269, 302, 309, 5*9, 5*4. 
527 n., 528, 572, 579, 618, 647-8. 

World authority for control of use 
of atomic power, need for a, 526-7 
and n. 

World Civilization, a future: break¬ 
down of, possible, 577; Liberalism 
and Communism as alternative 
roads to, 546; national units, role of, 
in, 619; non-Western contributions 
to, probable, 529, 561 n., 674; 
pluralistic texture of. 666; Russian 
contribution towards, 542, 543; 
transformation of Western Civiliza¬ 
tion into, probable, 5Z9, 542, 561 n., 
576, 603, 674. 


World government: evolution of, 308, 
526-7; need for, 619. 

World Wars: First, 156, 522, 523, 
54 *. 554 563. 58*. 606, 607, 608, 

627, 662; Second, 215, 523, 524, 
576-1, 6^, 631Third — efforts 
to avoid, 525, 571; — danger of, 
215, 591. 

Wright, A. F., 176 177 178 

t8o n., 181, 189, 202 n., 203 n. 

Writi^, art of, 662. 

Wu-ti, the Han Emperor, 178, 202. 

Xenophon, 138, 265, 635. 

Xerxes, the Achsemenid Emperor, 
58, 4 » 3 . 470. 635, 671 «. 

Yshweh: agricultural religious rites 
associated with worship of, 417; as 
the creator of both evil and good, 
437 rt.; as the dispenser of justice, 

491, 494; as a &theT, 494: as the 
g^ of battles, 489, 490, 495; as a 
national god, 297. 4 * 9 . 487. 489-90, 

492, 494 . 4955 ** a person, 488-9; 

as merciful, 493, 494; association 
of other gods with, 424-5, 426,428, 
492, 494; covenant with Israel, the 
triulition of his, 220, 414-15, 489- 
90. 493 . 49 S S08, 624 n.; dispen¬ 

sation, his, Christian and Jewish 
versions of, 478, 479; Edomites as 
worshiDMia of, 427 n., 489; evolu¬ 
tion of Jewish conception of, 412, 
413, 429, 487, 488-96: Gilea^te 
spirit of worship of, 426; identifica¬ 
tion of, with Absolute Spiritual 
Reality, 297, 489; Jebusite influence 
on cult of, 421; Judahite and Jewish 
cult of, centralized at Jerusalem, 
420, 421, 493 . 497 . 498, 5 <>*; 
Kenites and Kenizzites as wor¬ 
shippers of, .^i and n.; omnipo¬ 
tence of, belief in, 85 and n., 437 n., 
468, 492-3; omnipresence of, be¬ 
lief in, 85,493; ordinances of, found 
in the Torah, 415, 501; origin of, 
489-90; primitive Israelite concep¬ 
tion of, 413,429,4S9.490, 494 .639; 
Samaritan cult of, 430 rt.; use of the 
name abandoned, 494. 

Yajftavalkya, the Vedic sage, 220. 

Yaman, the, 393,459, 467. 

Yang Chien (Wen-ti), the Sut Emperor, 
n. 

Yangtse River, the, 348, 351, 352. 

Ya’udi (Sam'al), 397 il, 398, 410,421, 

424.4*5- , . 

Yellow River (Hwang-ho), the, 348, 
350 , 351, 35 *- 
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Yin and Yang, 188, X91,192,197,199 
and fi., 200, 205, 241, 254, 2S5 n, 
Yii the Great, 349. 

Yucatan, 366, 372, 558. 

Yucatec Civilization, the, 287 n., 547, 
550, 558 and It. 


Zacatanco culture, the Early, 355 n. 
Zaehner, R. C., 567, 623 n, 

Zahn, E. F. J., 2134 »»•. 38 43 «•. 

44 149 »•. *39 *43 «•. * 5 * «•. 

255 and It., 258 ft,, 599 It., 60s It,, 
606, 644. 

Zarathustra, the Prophet, 4; Oeutero- 
Isaiah, possible relation to, question 
of, 437, 438; ideas of, 434, 436; in¬ 
spiration of, 434-7; message of, 
435; ministry of, dating of, 435-6; 
sooi^ and cultui^ environment of, 

435 , 436 li.; tradition, his breach 
with, 220; uniqueness of, 219, 220; 
Viitbpa, his conversion of King, 

436. 

Zealotisn^ 232, 651 ii.; sas else under 
Jews; Phariskbs. 

Zend, the, 185 n. 

Zeno of Citium, 445 and 449. 

Zeno of Sidon, 44< n. 

Zenobia, Queen of Palmyra, 465, 466. 
Zerubbabel, 484. 

Zeus, 251, 4*^, 498. 


Zionism, see under Jews. 

Zoroastrianism: as a component of a 
aimmumty’s culture, Ssragf., 218; 
as the established religion of the 
Sasanian Empire, 446; as an in¬ 
strument of reaction against Hel¬ 
lenism, 260, 405; communal and 
universal outloolca, its alternation 
between, 86-88, 294; conversion to, 
conditions involved in, 86; doctrines 
of, 438; duslistic element in, 435, 
437 n.‘, God, conception of — as 
^ing ambivalently both universal 
and communal, 86; — as being 
ethical, 435; Indian influence absent 
in> 4^5; intolerant spirit of, 222; 
'Msgian* or 'Near Eastern’ Civiliza¬ 
tion, its supposed relstion to, 91, 
445: missionary work 0^ 86, 511; 
monotheism, question of its, 435; 
originality of, 438; origins and ante¬ 
cedents of, 434-5. 445 . 446; possi¬ 
bility of its becoming a world reli¬ 
gion, 405; primitive elements in, 
220; scriptures of, 445; secessions 
from, 88, 461 n., 471, 473, 476; 
secular purposes, its diversion to, 
294; umvenslity of, 85, 88, 435; 
vit^ty of, 529 It.; see uZtoParssbs; 
Zarathustra; tmd under Islam; 
Judaism. 

Zygotes, 272. 
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